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LONDON, MARCH 27, 1875. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


An attempt is to be made at last to provide a remedy 
for the long-standing grievance with referenee to the 
disallowance of costs in criminal prosecutions. Mr. Cross 
announced last week that a Treasury minute would be 
laid on the table of the House in a few days “ that would 
dispose of the subject in a manner satisfactory to the 
country.” Pending the appearance of this minute we can 
only hope that this may prove to be the case; but Mr. 
Oross’s hint that, as regards sessional prosecutions, it is 
proposed that “a sum should be paid on the average” 
does not inspire us with any great confidence. What is 
really wanted in these cases is the abolition of re-taxation 
by the official in London of costs already taxed by the 
proper local officer. As the Lord Chief Justice observed 
in one of the applications for a mandamus against the 
Treasury, “‘ It is almost impossible that a gentleman, by 
simply going through the items of a bill of costs in the 
case of a prosecution, should be able to forni a better 
judgment than the taxing officer who has gone through 
the papers and probably was present at the trial and 
knows what witnesses were examined and how far the 
expenses of counsel ought to have been incurred.” It is, 
at all events, satisfactory to find that it is now admitted 
by the Home Secretary that the evils complained of are 
“very serious.’ 





THREE CENTURIES AGO it was the practice, says learned 
Master Richard Smith (Dugdale, Orig. Jud. c. 44), for 
persons who had been created serjeants-at-law, after 
going through divers ceremonies, to “ come to the place 
wher the Serjaunts feest shall be kepte . . . where they 
have spiced bredde, comfeits and oder godely conceyts 
with ypocras. After which rekreatione . . . the Chieffe 
Justice of the Comyne place... gevyth to them a 
godely exortacone . . . and every Justice puttith upone 
the newe Serjaunts . . . ther scarlet hodes abowte ther 
nekks.” Itis interesting to notice how, with some trifling 
adaptations to Oriental custom, history repeats itself; 
and it must be eminently consolatory to the members 
of Serjeants’-inn, docked of their last remaining dis- 
tinction by the section of the Judicature Act render- 
ing it unnecessary for a judge to take the degree 
of Serjeant-at-law, and with extinction staring them 
in the face, to hear of a transient revival of the 
ancient glories of their order in the person of one of 
their best-known brethren at the bar. The Indian 
papers report that the greatest curiosity was felt by the 
natives of that country to see the learned serjeant who 
‘was to defend the Guicowar of Baroda, and at the more 

¢ stations along the railway crowds were waiting, 

the utmost enthusiasm was shown. But the exci te- 
ment culminated at Baroda, where the illustrious 
Visitor was received with rapture. Wreaths of flowers 
Were flung around his neck, and congratulatory verses in 
Gujerati and Marathi, specially composed for the occas 


sion, were presented tohim. We may be allowed to ex- 
press a hope that in the retinue of the popular advocate 
|, there was some artist who will be able to adorn the walls 
of Serjeants’-inn with a faithful representation of the 
learned gentleman as he appeared when garlanded with 
flowers and listening to his praises in Gujerati. 





ONE OF THE IMMEDIATE RESULTs Of the withdrawal of 
the Judicature Bill has been a perfect deluge of state- 
ments and suggestions, of more or less value, in the 
public press, respecting the future court of appeal. 
Differing in almost every other respect, and in almost 
every conceivable direction, they all agree in this, that 
no one ventures to propose that the House of Lords and 
the Judicial Committee shall be left just as they are, and 
no one even hints at the possibility of allowing Lord 
Selborne’s Act to come into operation as it stands. 

Two of these communications seem to deserve a passing 
comment. Mr. Watkin Williams, Q.C., M.P., has an- 
nounced, in a letter to the Times, his intention of intro- 
ducing a Bill of his own for the creation of “The Im. 
perial Court of Appeal of the House of Lords,” an un- 
couth and incongruous appellation for a proposed tri- 
bunal, which, as far as we understand his plan, would 
bear more resemblance to the existing Judicial Committee 
than to either of the bodies whose somewhat inconsistent 
appellations it is to combine. This plan, too, revives the 
old “life peerage’’ idea in a somewhat aggravated form, 
proposing to enable the Crown to bestow “judicial 
peerages”’ (whether with or without seats in the House 
as a legislative body does not appear) upon persons to be 
selected by the Crown out of a limited class, such 
peerages to continue during the tenure of office merely. 
We have sooften pointed out the objections to any scheme 
for supplementing the judicial power of the House in 
this way, that we do not think it necessary to 
trouble our readers with a renewal of the argu- 
ment; the whole question was discussed in the com- 
pletest manner, not only by the press, both public 
and professional, but in Parliament, on the occasion of 
the controversy about the Wensleydale Peerage, and 
the overwhelming character of the objections to the 
scheme was then generally admitted. The only possible 
form in which the project could be entertained—and that 
one by no means free from objection—would be to attach 
ex officio baronies, similar to those held by the bishops, 
to certain judicial offices, and to make it the first duty 
of the holders of those offices to be constantly in attend- 
ance in the House when sitting on appeals. We fear 
that this expedient would prove impracticable or insuffi- 
cient, according as the selected officers were many or few, 
but it has been over and over again shown to be the 
only way of keeping the jurisdiction of the House a 
reality, while factitiously increasing its judicial strength. 

The other paper above referred to is a long letter 
which appeared in a legal contemporary last week, under 
the signature of “W.F.F.” We will not be guilty 
of the affectation of pretending not to recognize 
in the writer a gentleman who may fairly be con- 
sidered as the author (or at all events the most 
zealous auctor) of the crusade against “our judi- 
cial system.” The letter is directed mainly against 
Lord Penzance’s proposal to admit all the judges 
to “their former position’ as members of the court of 
last resort, by way of strengthening—save the mark !.— 
the judicial efficiency of the House of Lords. In 
“ W. F.F.’s” opposition to this astounding proposal we 
heartily concur, but we are not a little astonished at 
some of the reasoning by which he endeavours to support 
his conclusion. 

Lord Penzance, with perfect accuracy, though not, we 
think, much cogency, referred to the practice of the old 
“Great Council of the King,” of which the peers and 
judges were all ejjually members, as an argument in 


favour of now admitting the judges to participation in 





the appellate jurisdiction of the House. The true answer 
to this would seem to be that the modern representative, 
21 
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if there be one, of the Great Council in question is the 
Privy Council, not the House of Lords, and therefore the 
argument, if good for anything, would go to support the 
proposition started and exploded four years ago for trans- 
ferring the supreme appellate jurisdiction of the House 
to the Judicial Committee. But “W. F. F.” prefers to 
rely on a passage of Blackstone, referring to a later state 
of things, after the present jurisdiction—at least as to 
writs of error—had become established, and which there- 
fore has no bearing whatever upon the question whether 
a more ancient system should or should not be revived. 

Lord Penzance further quotes Lord Hale to show that in 
his day-yemp. CharlesII. at latest, and he is probably re- 
ferring: to the period before the rebellion—the House 
alway’ followed the advice of the judges, from which the 
only rational deduction would seem to be that they were 
confessedly incompetent to decide for themselves. “ W. 
F. F.,” however, traverses the statement, and in support of 
his position cites the case of Ashby v. White, in which the 
House half a century later, in the reign of Queen Aune, 
reversed a decision of the Court of Queen’s Bench, 
without, so far as appears from the report, putting any 
question for the opinion of the judges at all. This, 
too, he refers to as a case in which “ the Lords over- 
ruled the opinions of all the judges but Holt,’ 
whereas there is no reason to suppose that the judges 
of the Common Pleas or Exchequer ever expressed any 
opinion on the question. 
373), to which also “ W. F. F.” appeals, is a singularly 
unfortunate case for him. In that case the House, 
apparently without consulting the judges, reversed a 
decree of Lord Chancellor Cowper, who had refused the 
plaintif an injunction to quiet his title against a 
claimant who had been defeated in five actions 
of ejectment, where the judges who had tried the 
actions had “ expressed themselves well satisfied with the 
verdicts.” So that so far as any opinion was expressed 
by the judges it was in accordance with the decision of 
the House. This case also occurred temp. Anne. 

We are rather surprised that “W. F. F.” did 
not refer to the Bridgewater Peerage case (Egerton 
v. Brownlow, 4 H. L. C. 1), where the law lords, by a 
majority of four to one, refused to follow the unanimous 
opinion of the judges, given in answer to questions put 
to them by the House. To be sure, that case occurred 
in the reign of Victoria, but it must have been quite as 
much within Lord Hale’s cognizance as either of the 
others above referred to. 


Tue necessity for defining by legislation the power of 
judges to commit for contempt of court seems to be 
recognized in most systems of law. In the United States 
the Judiciary Act of 1789 (s. 17) declared that the 
courts shall have power to punish contempts of their 
authority in any cause or hearing before them by fine or 


imprisonment at their discretion. But the dangerous 
latitude of this power was curbed by an Act of Congress 
passed in 1831 (4 Stat. at Large, 487), entitled, “ An Act 
declaratory of the law concerning contempts of court,” 
and which limited the power of the several courts of the 
United States to inflict summary punishments for con- 
tempts of court to three classes of cases:—(1) Misbe- 
haviour of a person in the presence of the courts, or so 
near thereto as to obstruct the administration of justice; 
(2) misbehaviour of any officer of the courts in his 
official transactions; and (3) disobedience or resistance 
by any officer, party, juror, witness, or other person, to 
any lawful writ, process, order, rule, decree, or command 
of the courts. Ina very recent case before the Supreme 
Court (Hx parte Robinson, 13 Am. Law Reg. 485) it 
seems to have been contended that, since the statute of 
1831 did not prescribe the penalty which the courts 
might inflict for contempt, it was competent for them to 
punish by disbarring a practitioner who had used disre- 
spectful language. But the Supreme Court, remarking 
that “ the law happily prescribes the punishment which 


Bath v. Sherwin (4 Bro. P. C.’ 





the court can impose for contempts,” held that section 
17 of the Judiciary Act must be construed as impliedly 
prohibiting all modes of punishment other than those 
mentioned in it. It will be observed that under the 
statute of 1831 the power to punish as contempts publi. 
cations made, or acts done, out of court is of the most 
limited description. 

Turning next to France, we find that article 222 of 
the Code Pénal renders punishable by imprisonment, for 
not less than one month or more than two years, words 
tending to impeach the honour or integrity of magis. 
trates. If the words are uttered in court, the penalty ig 
imprisonment for not less than two or more than tive years, 
And (art. 223) gestures or threats made use of with respeet 
to a magistrate while in the exercise of his duties subject 
the offender to a penalty of six months’ imprisonment, 
or, if the offence is committed in court, to a heavier 
term. The offence thus created is on the same footing 
with other crimes, and the offender is sent to be tried in 
the ordinary way. The provision on this subject of the 
Italian Code closely follows the Code Pénal. “When a 
public offieial, either of the judicial or administrative 
class, receives, during the exercise of his functions, an 
insult (olfraggio) accompanied by words tending to 
attack his dignity or integrity,” the offender is puniish- 
able by imprisonment from one month to two years. If 
the offence is committed in the presence of a court or 
judge, the imprisonment is to be not less than three 
months, and if it be only a simple gesture or threat, the 
culprit is punishable by not more than six months’ im- 
prisonment in the first case, and by not less than one 
month in the second (see “ Legislazione comparate al 
codice penale Italiano’). Most of the other penal codes 
of modern Europe contain provisions on this subject, 
varying but little from the Italian, except that some 


‘punish for attacks upon witnesses and others do not, 


The Prussian Code appears to contain a special punish- 
ment for contempts of court committed by the press. 

One of the most useful models of legislative enactment 
on this subject is to be found in the Indian Codes. Sec- 
tion 228 of the Penal Code provides that whoever inten- 
tionally offers any insult or causes any interruption to 
any public servant while such public servant is sitting in 
any stage of a judicial proceeding, shall be punished with 
simple imprisonment for a term which may extend to six 
months, or with fine which may extend to 1,000 rupees, 
or with both. The Code of Criminal Procedure (s. 473) 
provides that except in this case and in the case of cer- 
tain other specified contempts (chiefly relating to such 
matters as refusal to give or produce evidence) “ no court 
shall try any person for an offence committed in con- 
tempt of its own authority.” 

We need hardly add that even with us the Railway 
Commissioners (Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, s. 25) 
and county court judges (9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, s. 113) are 
only permitted to punish sutnmarily contempts com- 
mitted in the face of the court itself (see 2. v. Le/roy, 
21 W.R. 332, L. R. 8 Q. B.121). 





THE TIPPERARY ELECTION PETITION. 


A new pirricutty has been created by the death of 
Mr. John Mitchel, after being returned by the sheriff as 
member for Tipperary, and before the petition against 
his return, praying the seat for Mr. Moore, had been 
presented. Curiously enough, Mr. Mitchel died on the 
morning of the day in the afternoon of which the peti- 
tion was lodged. Whether the day is contemplated as 8 
single point of time, or whether, according to the rule 
in Clinch v. Smith (8 D. P. C. 337) that where it is 
necessary to show which of two events first took place 
the court may enter into the question of fractions of 
a day, the actual time of occurrence is considered, 
the result is the same—Mr. Mitchel did not survive 
the filing of the petition. 

Under these circumstances the question arises whether 
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“his return can be disputed by petition. The Election 
Petitions Act, 1868, provides (section 38) “That if, 
pefore the trial of any election petition under this 
Act . . . the respondent .. . dies, notice of such 
event having taken place shall be given in the county 
.,..to which the petition relates, and within the 
prescribed time [ten days, see rule 54] after the notice 
‘jg given, any person who might have been a petitioner 
in respect of the election to which the petition relates 
may apply to the court or judge to be admitted as a 
respondent to oppose the petition.” Does this provision 
-apply to the case of a member dying before the peti- 
tion against his return has been presented? It has been 
suggested that it does, because it would seem an odd 
conclusion that the right of the claimant of the seat 
should lapse because the adversary who might dispute it 
with him has died, and also because, in order to hold 
the contrary, the section must be read as if it ran 
“It after the petition has been presented and notice thereof 
has been served on the respondent, and before the trial 
of the said petition,” the respondent dies—whereas the 
words in italics are not to be found in the Act. The 
question may, perhaps, come before the Irish Court of 
Common Pleas, on the application of some elector 
friendly to Mr. Moore, to be admitted as a respondent, 
nd we shall not venture to express a strong 
opinion upon it. But we may point out that it may 
well be said on the other side that the whole frame of 
the Act obviously contemplates a legal proceeding to 
which there are parties; a cause which is maintained and 
defended. There must be a petitioner and a respondent. 
The petitioner is, within three days after the presenta- 
tion of the petition, to give security for costs to the 
zespondent (section 6), and (section 8) notice of the pre- 
sentation of the petition, and of the nature of the pro- 
posed security, together with a copy of the petition, is 
to be served on the respondent. The petition is one in 
which Mr. Mitchel is named as respondent, and if he is 
not respondent there is no other. Can a man who is 
‘dead be a respondent? (See the observations of Bram- 
well, B., in Clay v. Oxford, L. R. 2 Ex. 54.) The 
argument in favour of the petition is founded on the 
provision for some one else being admitted as a respon- 
dent to oppose the petition. But if a petition can be 
presented without any respondent being in existence, 
‘why may it not as well go to trial without one? If a 
person may be admitted on a petition to which there is 
only a nominal respondent—the name of a dead man— 
why might not a petition be presented without any re- 
spondent at all ? 

The view put forward on the other side will, no 
doubt, be that at the time of Mr. Mitchel’s death he was 
the sitting member for Tipperary, and his second return 
had neither been questioned by petition nor declared 
void by resolution of the House. Why, it will be asked, 
should not the death of such a member occasion a 
vacancy in the representation? If on any ground the 
issue is unfavourable to Mr. Moore or his friends, they 
will only have themselves to thank for the consequences 
of their own delay in presenting the petition. 

Is it perfectly clear, however, that Mr. Moore is with- 
out remedy even assuming the petition to fail? Section 
40 of the Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868, provides 
that “no election or return to Parliament shall be 
questioned except in accordance with the provisions of 
this Act ;’ but the House of Commons has declared that 
dhis section does not exclude their jurisdiction when the 
question turns on the personal disqualification of a can- 
4idate, at any rate where no petition is pending. And 
Unless the contingency, mentioned in section 38 (3), of 
the “ House of Commons having resolved that his (the 
Member's) seat is vacant,” is to be restricted to the case 
ef some event happening subsequently to the return, it 
Would seem that it was contemplated by the Act that the 
House should still retain some power of this kind. In 
the present case, on the assumption that the petition fails, 
that in fact there never was a petition, that obstacle is out 
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of the way. Suppose the House were to declare, as they did 
before, that Mr. Mitchel was a disqualified candidate, and 
that his return was therefore invalid, it would not be 
necessary for any one to “ question” the return; it 
would be already declared invalid; and the question 
would remain what return ought to have been made. It 
is not said in the Act that a seat may not be claimed, 
except in accordance with the Act; the right to claim 
the seat is only given as incidental to the complaint of 
an undue return. If the House may entertain, under 
such circumstances as the present, the question of the un- 
dueness of the return, why may they not also entertain a 
claim to the seat which they have declared vacant ? 
Whether it would be politically wise to have recourse to 
what many would probably consider a strained construc 
tion of the law, for the purpose of seating the represen- 
tative of a small fraction of the constituency, is a ques- 
tion which it is not within our province to consider, 








SEAWORTHINESS. 


In the case of Daniels v. Harris (23 W. R. 86, L. R. 10 
C. P. 1), a curious and subtle point in insurance law was 
discussed, on which there appears to be no direct autho- 
rity. 

The policy sued on was effected on goods which were 
carried as a deck cargo; the defendant contended that 
the vessel was unseaworthy by reason of the presence of 
those very goods; the plaintiff replied that although a 
deck cargo might very well have the effect of making a 
ship unseaworthy which without it would be equal to 
the voyage, yet in this case the deck cargo was of such 
a nature (being casks of wine) that in case of danger it 
could be readily jettisoned, and thus the peril which it 
caused would be removed so soon as it really became a - 
peril. In this sense the jury were directed by the 
learned judge who tried the cause (Brett, J.), and under 
this direction they found that the ship was seaworthy. 
In making absolute a rule for a new trial on the ground 
of misdirection, the judgment of the court (delivered by 
Brett, J.) contains a most valuable and interesting ex- 
amination of the meaning of seaworthiness as applied to 
various circumstances and various subjects. To say 
that the term varies in its meaning as applied to different 
circumstances would scarcely be correct; its meaning is 
really constant, but the very definition implies a dif- 
ference in its application. It implies the fitness or capa- 
city of the vessel, not absolutely to surmount, but to 
meet with a reasonable expectation of surmounting them, 
under the circumstances of the intended risk, all the 
ordinary dangers that may be reasonably anticipated as 
likely to occur during the period of the risk. The appli- 
cation, then, of the definition necessarily depends on the 
question, What are the circumstances of the intended 
risk; a sea voyage, an inland voyage, or a tarry in port ? 
And by the same rule the application must depend upon 
the time when the intended risk commences, in port, or 
on leaving port, &c. This seems to be the extent to 
which the decisions have gone hitherto; but the present 
case raised the question whether, at the same moment, 
and therefore under the same circumstances, a ship may 
be seaworthy with reference to one policy and unsea- 
worthy with reference to another, on the ground that 
the policies relate to different subjects; seaworthy as 
regards one portion of its cargo and not seaworthy as 
regards another portion. The court answered this ques- 
tion in the affirmative, and held that although, by reason 
of the facility with which the incumbrance of the deck 
cargo could be got rid of, the ship was seaworthy with 
respect to everything else but that deck cargo, yet with 
respect to that deck cargo she was unseaworthy. 

There seems to be a great difficulty in saying this. 
No doubt the seaworthiness of the ship necessarily de- 
pends on the nature of her cargo. The cargo is a very 
essential element in determining whether the ship is 
seaworthy; to put the strongest case, the cargo may 
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overload the ship; to put less strong instances, the sea- 
worthiness of the ship may depend on the nature of the 
cargo—as a stiff cargo, a shifting cargo, a swelling 
cargo, &c. But still the question is, Does the cargo 
make the ship unseaworthy, or is the ship, having such 
a cargo on board, unseaworthy? Suppose the goods to 
be of such a nature and so stowed that in ordinary 
rough weather they would inevitably be ruined and yet 
the ship not endangered, the ship would be none the 
less seaworthy though the goods would perish. But the 
ease seems to say that in such a ease the ship would, 
with reference to such goods, be unseaworthy; and no 
doubt the passage cited from Phillips on Insurance, § 
721, appears to favour this view, because when the 
author says that “circumstances may be readily ima- 
gined, and often occur, in which the vessel is in reason- 
able security in port, though goods on board would not 
be so,” the meaning seems to be that in order to consti- 
tute seaworthiness with reference to goods, the goods 
themselves must be “in reasonable security’’ from the 
ordinary dangers incident to the situation. This 
amounts to saying that, in a policy, seaworthiness with 
reference to goods means, not merely the capacity of 
the shfp to meet with a reasonable expectation of sur- 
mounting them the ordinary dangers reasonably to be 
anticipated, but the capacity to meet such dangers 
(being perils insured against) with a reasonable expec- 
tation of carrying the goods safely through them, having 
regard to the nature of the goods and their mode of 
stowage. The case seems in effect, though not in terms, 
to lay down this rule, and if so, then although there 
may be some novelty and difficulty in it, yet having 
regard to the meaning and reason of the implied war- 
ranty of seaworthiness, it seems highly reasonable. For 
the sense of the implied warranty must be that the 
subject-matter insured shall be in such a plight that the 
underwriter may reckon with reasonable probability on 
only having to answer for losses caused by extraordinary 
perils—that it shall not be in such a plight that under 
circumstances to be reasonably anticipated as ordinary 
he will certainly have to answer for a loss. 

It is obvious that this rule might have been laid down 
without affirming the other part of the ruling, viz., that 
the ship was seaworthy with reference to itself, or to 
other than deck cargo, if the deck cargo, though making 
the ship unseaworthy by its continued presence, could be 
jettisoned with such facility as not practically to en- 
danger the ship. The court, however, had no hesitation 
in holding this part of the ruling to be correct. Per- 
haps, therefore, we ought to have none; but yet we feel 
some difficulty in accepting it. It seems to amount to 
saying that a ship is seaworthy if it is capable of being 
made seaworthy. Theship is confessedly not in a condi- 
tion to meet ordinary perils without something being done 
which is not an ordinary act of navigation, but an un- 
usual act which alters the plight of the ship, and which 
there is obviously a strong inducement on the shipowner 
not to do, or not to do as early as it ought to be done. 
Further, it is an act which under an extraordinary 
peril it would not, perhaps, be possible to effect; and 
the question arises, whether the underwriter is not en- 
titled to have the ship, not only reasonably secure 
against ordinary perils, but to this extent secure against 
extraordinary perils—that she shall, upon the occurrence 
of an extraordinary peril, be (so far as depends on her 
condition at starting) in such a plight that she shall 
have what one may term the ordinary chances of sur- 
mounting it. To say that the shipowner is at liberty to 
have his ship in such a plight that her condition must be 
altered to enable her to mect an ordinary peril, and that 
on the occurrence of an extraordinary peril her chances 
of surmounting it may be greatly diminished, or per- 
haps destroyed, by the difficulty or impossibility of 
effecting the change, seems to be imposing on the under- 
writer a risk which he may reasonably say he never 
contemplated. 











Recent BDecistans. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
NegciicencE—Rartway Cospany. 


Bridges v. The North London Railway Company, HI, 
23 W. R. 63, L. R. 7 H. L. 213. : 


The important thing to be noticed about this much. 
vexed case is, that it decides nothing, except that here. 
after judges must be cautious in withdrawing cases from 
the jury on their own view of what constitutes neglj. 
gence. It explodes the notion, indeed (which, notwith. 
standing disclaimers, had undoubtedly prevailed jp 
the minds of some persons), that merely calling out the 
name of a station is in itself an invitation to alight, and 
it affirms the principle, which is, in fact, a truism, that 
negligence must depend upon the whole circumstances 
of each case. It is not to be inferred from this that the 
courts have no part in drawing the line, as a maiter of 
law, between evidence of negligence and a state of 
things in which there cannot be said to be any reasonable 
evidence of it; but the ultimate decision in the present 
case does, in fact, show that in doing this judges and 
courts have not seldom gone beyond their province 
and usurped the functions of the jury. 


COMMON LAW. 
Poor Rate—Mines—Occurparion. 


Kettow v. Assessment Committee of Liskeard Union, 
Q.B., 23 W. R. 72, L. R. 10 Q. B. 7. 
London and North-Western Railway Company v. Buch 
master, Q.B., 23 W. R. 160, L. R.10 Q. B. 70. 


In the case of Guest v. Hast Dean (20 W. R. 332, 
L. R. 7 Q. B. 334) the case of Rew v. Bilston (5 B. & C, 
851) was pretty plainly overruled ; but in the first: of the 
above-mentioned cases a kind of special demurrer was 
put in to that decision, and it was attempted, on very 
attenuated reasoning, to show that it did not apply to 
surface land which was leased with the mine, and that, 
on the authority of Rex v. Bilston, land so leased for the 
purpose of its working was not rateable. The present 
decision removes any doubt which could have possibly 
existed, and finally gets rid of the authority of Rexy. 
Bilston. Another question was raised upon the con- 
struction of the lease under which the appellants occu. 
pied the land, and it was contended that they had 
merely an easement over the surface; they were, how- 
ever, de facto in the exclusive occupation of various 
buildings erected by them on theland, and the court there- 
fore held it unnecessary to inquire into the exact terms 
of their holding. That this, however, is not meant to 
exclude from consideration the terms under which prop- 
erty is held is obvious in itself, and also from the case 
of Allan v. Overseers of Liverpool (L. R. 9 Q. B. 180), 
which was relied upon by the appellants, as well as from 
the above-cited case of London and North-Western 
Railway Company v. Buckmaster, in which it was held 
that, having regard to the terms upon which the plain- 
tiffs let certain stables on their premises, it was their 
intention to keep them under their own control. The 
real question is (as the court, and particularly Lush, J, 
pointed out in Kettow's case), who is in the actual occi- 
pation of the soil? But to arrive at the answer it is 
material, and often necessary, to see what are the terms 
of the letting. ; 

A point was also raised, but not formally decided, in 
London and North-Western Railway Company v. Buck« 
master, as to whether the case was one in which replevin 
would lie. A single assessment was made in respect of 
property, some of which was undoubtedly occupied by 
the plaintiffs, and as to some of which the occupation 
was disputed. Admitting that the question of occt- 
pancy could properly be raised by an action of replevin, it 
was suggested by the court that where the assessment 
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includes property undoubtedly occupied by the person 

assessed, this is otherwise. The plaintiffs’ view was so 

far accepted that the court did, in fact, go into the 
merits, and the defendant’s counsel did not rely on the 
objection, which they probably thought unsound. We 
must confess that we cannot see by what logic it could 
be sustained; but as the decision was against the plain- 
tiffs, the case cannot, perhaps, be referred to as an 
authority on this point. 








Rebhtews. 


EARLY HISTORY OF INSTITUTIONS. 


Lecrures oN THE Earty History or Institutions. By 
Sir Henry Sumner Marve, K.C.S.1., LL.D., F.R.S. 
John Murray. 

[First Notice.] 

In the present work we are indebted to Prof. Maine 
for another and perhaps the most important of his con- 
tributions to comparative jurisprudence, understanding 
that term in the sense in which he used it in the com- 


_ mencement of his work on “ Village Communities,” that is 


the examination of legal facts in the past and present 
“with the view of establishing, if possible, that some of 
them are related to one another in the order of historical 
development.” This is a branch of inquiry little in- 
vestigated by other writers, and of which, in this country 
at least, Prof. Maine may justly claim to have been the 
originator, as he is by far the most eminent teacher. 
Indeed, it may be said that he is the only English author 
whofromalegal starting-point has done anything of value, 
the other writers of importance who have dealt with the sub- 
ject having examined it rather under its social or political 
aspects or having merely collected the materials for a 
comparative view. But Prof. Maine’s peculiar and dis- 
tinguishing merit lies in his power of applying these 
materials, in thé skill and ingenuity with which he co- 
ordinates the ‘‘ parallel phenomena ”’ which legal history 
presents, and apprehends the general principles and 
course of development which they exhibit. To any who 
are familiar with his earlier works it would be almost 
superfluous to say that the present volume exhibits the 
same power of generalization and penetrating insight, the 
same faculty for bringing to a focus and exhibiting in a 
compact framework of ideas facts scattered over a wide 
range both of time and space, the same extraordinary 
clearness and precision of statement, and the same 
felicitous diction which have always distinguished his 
writings. These qualities seem inseparable from the 
author; he appears always to fill with light the subject 
he is dealing with. 

Our space permits us to give but a meagre account of 
the contents of this most interesting volume, which none 
will fail to read who take any interest either in the 
science or the literature of law. We recognize in it 


_the same line of reasoning and speculation with which 


Prof. Maine’s earlier works had made us familiar. The 
patriarchal family and theinstitutions derived from itform 
the leading ideas, but family and tribal organization is 
here chiefly investigated in its relation to property, and 
is used as the key to the historical development of the 
legal idea of ownership. This branch of the subject 
had been touched upon in the author's work on “ Ancient 
Law,” but moro fully worked out in “ Village Commu- 
nities,” in which the ancient Teutonic institution of 
common property was exhibited side by side with the 
similar institutions still prevailing in India, In that 
work the writer had anticipated that further light would 
be thrown on the subject by the ancient Irish law tracts 
still in course of translation and publication, and he has 
founded his present work chiefly on the information 
which they give as to early Irish institutions. The mode 


in which that law was developed is in itself most in- 


teresting, and renders both its form and its contents 








peculiarly instructive. It was (in Prof. Maine’s opinion) 
scarcely at all affected by Romanlaw. It was developed 
by a professional class cf lawyers—the Brehons. It 
rested rather on the authority of its interpreters than 
either on legislation or on the action of the courts. It 
was not interpreted by a priestly order, and has not, 
therefore, been warped by sacerdotal influences. It may 
be expected therefore to exhibit, though often with 
highly technical and artificial subtleties, the true and 
natural development of the popular institutions. 
Although the author (uotwithstanding his natural 
shyness of druidical nonsense) sees reasons to identify 
the Brehons as successors to the Druids, and finds 
in their methods and the nature of their teach- 
ing a singular correspondence with those described 
by Cesar as charactcristic of that semi-priestly order, 
yet by the introduction of Christianity whatever 
sacerdotal functions and interests may have belonged 
to them ceased, and they remained an _ hereditary 
class of mere lawyers. Indeed, so strong does the 
influence of the national laws and institutions ap- 
pear to have been, that, instead of taking their colour 
from the new ecclesiastical order of things introduced by 
Christianity, they appear in a singular degree to have 
themselves modified the forms of ecclesiastical govern- 
ment and even of monastic institutions, and to have sub- 
jected them to the tribal and family order of ideas which 
prevailed in the country. 

The author starts from the position, as one admitted 
even by those who maintain the existence of an earlier 
form of family relationship, that “ the system known upon 
the evidence actually to prevail among the Aryan, 
Semitic, and Uralian divisions of mankind . . . mani- 
festly proceeds upon the assumption of the existence o* 
marriage between single pairs and of the certainty of 
parentage through the marriage relation.” Of this f.i.m 
of fathily relationship he says, “Kinship, as the tic 
binding communities together, tends to be regarded as 
the same thing with subjection to common authority. 

We have a familiar example of this mixture of 
ideas in the subjection of the smallest group, the family, 
to its patriarchal head. The confusion, how- 
ever, if we may so style it, of kinship with subjection to 
patriarchal power is observable also in the larger groups 
into which the family expands. In some cases the tribe 
can hardly be otherwise described than as the group of 
men subject to some one chieftain,” and this extension 
of the conjoint idea of kinship and subjection is facili- 
tated by the artificial or fictitious extension of the idea 
of kindred to strangers brought in this way within the 
limits of the family or tribe. This natural or assumed 
kinship gives its form to property. Property is property 
common to the tribe or family, not the separate and in- 
dependent right of the individuals. Three typical forms 
are noted by the author as murking the steps in the pro- 
gress of transformation from common to separate 
property. The first and earliest is the Hindoo Joint 
Family, “‘the natural and adoptive descendants of a 
known ancestor,” who are “ joint in food, worship, and 
estate.’ The second, the House Community of the 
Southern Sclavonians, in which, though it is still treated 
as a community of kinsmen, “the land tends to become 
the true basis of the group, instead of kinship realor 
assumed.’? The third is the Village Community, where 
“the common dwelling and common table are no longer 
to be found . . . the village lands are no longer the 
collective property of the community . . . and, though 
the villagers are still a brotherhood, and though 
membership in the brotherhood separates a man from 
the world outside, it is very difficult to say in what the 
tie is conceived as consisting.’ In this process land is 
the great solvent; “from the moment when a 
tribal community settle down finally upon a 
definite space of land, the land begins to be the basis of 
society in place of the kinship ;"’ and severalty in prop- 
erty is proportioned to the dissolution of thatidea. In 
this history of progress the state of ancient Irish society, 
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as described by Prof. Maine out of the Brehon law tracts, 
appears to exhibit that mixed condition which is probably 
to be found at all intervals between the earliest and 
purest form of family ownership and the latest form of 
completely separate property. ‘The notion of kinship is 
“found stamped on the Brehon law even more clearly 
than on the actual land law of India;” but yet individ- 
ual property has made its appearance, and the power of 
free alienation has reached considerably wide limits. The 
great disintegrating influence which tended continually 
to weaken and tc replace by separate property the old 
rights of tribal ownership the author finds to be the 
authority of the Church and of the chiefs. The Church, 
which could only profit by gifts from individuals, had a 
direct interest in increasing the power of alienation; and 
the currency which it gave to thenotionof freedom of con- 
tract tended in the same direction. But the author finds 
the chief agency in this change in the form of property 
to be the “ ever-increasing authority of the chief, first 
over his own domain and ‘ booked’ land, and secondarily 
over the tribe land s.” 

In the relation of the chief to the land a very 
singular and curious process is revealed, which 
tended continually to change, not only the nature of 
the tenure of the land, but also the political relation 
of the society. The chief, always possessed of a larger 
share of land, and exercising besides a kind of adminis- 
trative power over the wastes, settled upon land, either 
Kis own or that under his control, fugitives and broken 
men from foreign tribes, who, having no status in the 
tribe within whose limits they were settled, were in entire 
dependence upon the chief, and stood to him in the posi- 
tion of mere tenants at will, liable to be rack-rented, and 
forced to submit to such terms as he chose to impose 
upon them. But there was another still more singular pro- 
cess by which ke acquired a non-tribal power over his 
own tribesmen, and destroyed their status as members of 
the tribe. This consisted in the giving of stock. Ata 
time when, as Prof. Maine observes, land was compara- 
tively a drug, and the meansof cultivating it were scarce, 
the chief, who had not only the means of increasing 
his stock by administering the waste for his 
own benefit, but the still readier means of 
enriching himself by cattle lifting, had at his disposal 
an abundance of stock, which he was accustomed to 
farm out to tribesmen on terms involving the pay- 
ment of a rent and the performance of personal services. 
The ac:eptance of stock on these terms (in two degrees 
known as Saer stock tenure and Daer stock tenure) con- 
:tituted a personal relation between the chief and the 
farmer, which had the effect of destroying the tribal 
status of the latter, and it thus tended to bring both 
him and the land which was his share under the abso- 
Inte control of the chief. That, however, which gave 
the opportunity of readily applying these ‘means to 
increase the power of the chiefs, was the continual war 
which even in the most settled times appears to have 
prevailed, but which after the ravages of the Danes 
more and more broke up the tribal organization, and 
filled the country with fugitives, whom the chief wield- 
ing the power which in such circumstances always 
belongs to the military leaders, converted into his own 
dependents and tenants at will. Indeed, these fugitives 
or “ fuidhir” constituted so important an element in 
society that Dr. Sullivan (it appears) claims the word as 
the origin of the term /feodum ; a conjecture, however, 
which, considering the places where that term came first 
into use, seems to have little probability. 

Space does not admit of our following in detail the 
singular and very interesting discussion of the elaborate 
tribal and family divisions exhibited by Prof. Maine, or 
of the celebrated abolition of the tribal form of owner- 
ship in The Case of Gavelkind, and its replacement by 
the rule of primogeniture; but however ill-judged (as 
Prof. Maine thinks) that step may have been, there 
scems, from the account given of the state of things 
then existing, ample reason for thinking that the tribal 





form of ownership and the tribal organization had fallen 
so far into decay, and the country and its inhabitants 
lay so much at the mercy of the chiefs, that the wretched 
remains of the old state of things served no good end, 
and that, though a better change might have been made, 
yet even that change was an improvement. 

This is, however, one curious and interesting fact re. 
lating to the class of nobles which we cannot omit to 
notice. Prof. Maine points out that in early societies 
wealth and power are universally connected with nobility, 
and that in proportion as nobility is not there a rank 
created by the favour of the monarch, but in a sense 
self-originated. This seems to have been very em. 
phaticaliy recognized in the early Irish law, and the 
process is described by which, by the possession of a 
sufficient amount of wealth in cattle for a prescribed 
period of time, the wealthy commoner could raise himself 
to the rank of anoble. The later nobility created by 
benefices and commendation appears, however, to be 
equally illustrated by the Irish law as by the history of 
the feudal settlement in Europe generally. 


(To be continued.) 
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LAW OF CONTRIBUTORIES. 


A Treatise on THE Law oF CoNTRIBUTORIBS IN THE 
Winpine Ur or Jost Stock Companies. By Ronzerr 
Cotuier, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworths. 


Mr. Collier has collected with praiseworthy industry the 
cases relating to the subject of his work, and he has 
arranged them with considerable skill. We should have 
been disposed to suggest the substitution of two general 
headings—Book I. Mode in which Liability may be In- 
curred, and Book II. Mode in which Liability may be Dis- 
charged—under which all the different chapters might 
have been arranged, but subject to this observation, Mr. 
Collier’s general arrangement seems to have been care- 
fully devised, and is probably as neat as the nature of the 
subject admits of. As regards his mode of dealing with 
the cases, while we think more might have been done 
in bringing out the general principles of law which the 
courts have applied to this subject, it is impossible, after 
a perusal of the book, to doubt that the author has 
honestly studied the subject, and has not contented 
himself with the practice of piecing together head- 
notes from reports, He presents the results of the cases 
shortly, yet usually with clearness, and he does not hesi- 
tate to express his own opinion upon points of difficulty. 
We may take as an illustration of his style the chapter 
on Past Members. He first of all points out that the 
liability of past members of companies formed and re- 
gistered under the Act is subject to four restrictions 
or limitations. “(1.) Those past members only are 
liable who have ceased to be members within & 
year of the winding up. (2.) They are only liable in 
the event of present members being unable to satisfy the 
contributions required of them. (3.) They are liable 
only to the amount remaining unpaid on their shares. 
(4.) They are only liable to contribute in respect of debts 
incurred before they ceased to be members, and, perhaps, 
to the costs of the winding up.” Each cf these restric- 
tions is then discussed in detail. With respect to the 
liability of the B contr®utories to contribute to the 
costs of winding up—a point on which there has always 
appeared to us to be great difficulty in discovering any 
satisfactory principle—Mr. Collier dismisses Lord 
Chelmsford’s observation in Webb v. Whifin (L. R. 5 
H. L. 735), that sections 110 and 114 of the Act, giving 
priority to the costs of winding up, have removed all 
difficulty, with the observation that “it is not easy to 
understand on what principle a provision merely settling 
the priority of the various claims on a fund can be h 
to affect the liability to contribute to that fund;” and in 
spite of the view taken by the Court of Appeal, in the 
re-hearing of Brett and Morris's cases, that class B coulé 
not be called on to contribute to the costs of winding 
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unless there were debts in respect of which they were 
liable to contribute, Mr. Collier seems inclined to 
suggest that it is questionable whether, under the lan- 

ge of the section, the liability for costs is made 
dependent on the liability for debts. With reference 
to the right of the B contributories to compromise, he 
suggests that, even admitting that class B are only liable 
for the residuum of the debts incurred while they were 
shareholders, after deducting the amount paid in dis- 
charge of those debts by the A contributories, it does 
not necessarily follow that class B may “compound for 
debts in respect of which they are liable, still less that 
they may compound for the residuum, after taking 
advantage of class A contributions ; against composition 
altogether it may be urged, How can B creditors cvm- 
pound in respect of money to be paid, not to them only, 
but to them and others? On the other hand, it may 
be urged in favour of composition that class B, being 
only liable in respect of certain debts, their liability 
ceases when they have satisfied those debts entirely out 
of their own pocket. The same plea cannot, however, be 
urged in favour of composition for the residuum, for 
class B, having already drawn upon the fund available 
for the creditors of class A, it may be argued that those 
creditors are let in against class B, so as to exclude the 
option of composition. The writer's view, having re- 
gard to the cases, is, that class B may compound for 
the whole of the debts in respect of which they are 
liable, but may ot compound for the residuwm of those 
debts, after taking into account the contributions of 
lass A.’ We are not prepared to assent unreservedly 
to all these suggestions, but the extracts we have given 
will at all events sufficiently show that Mr. Collier 
thinks for himself. 








PNauates. 


Two pornts of some importance with regard to composi- 
tion proceedings were decided by the Lords Justices last 
week in Hx parte Carew. The first was this—that when 
a trustee is appointed, under the provisions of rule 279 of 
1870, for the receipt and distribution of a composition 
among the creditors, and a sum of money is placed in his 
hands by the debtor for the purpose of paying the composi- 
tion, if, after all the creditors have been paid, there re- 
mains a surplus in the trustee’s hands, the Court of Bank- 
Ttuptcy has jurisdiction to take an account between the 
debtor and trustee to ascertain the amount of the surplus, 
and to order the balance when ascertained to be paid over 
by the trustee to the debtor. In so deciding the court 
differed from the opinion which had been expressed by Mr. 
Registrar Murray. 

he other point arose in this way. Creditors having re- 
solved to accept a composition, and having appointed trus- 
tees for its receipt and distribution, a large sum of money 
was raised by the debtor, and was placed in the hands of 
the trustees for the purpose of paying the composition. 
All the creditors were paid the composition, with the 
exception of some persons who had made a claim in 
respect of a breach of trust alleged to have been com- 
mitted by the debtor, to enforce which claim a Chan- 
cery suit had been instituted. This claim had been re- 
ferred to in the debtor’s statement of affairs as disputed, but 
he had not mentioned it in such a way as that the claimants 
were bound by the composition under the provisions of sec- 
tion 126 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. ‘The claimants did 
Rot attend the meetings of the creditors, or attempt to prove 
their claim, but before the meetings they gave formal notice 
to the debtor of their claim, and the sum placed in the hands 
of the trustees was large enough to provide to a great ex- 
tent for it. The composition having been paid to all the 
other creditors, there remained in the hands of the trustees 
&considerable surplus. The Chancery suit had not, how- 
ever, been decided. The debtor applied to the Court of 
Bankruptcy for an order that the trustees should pay over 
the surplus to him. The Lords Justices were of opinion 

t a oreditor who is not bound by a composition is 
nevertheless entitled, us against the debtor, to claim the 


benefit of it. They thought that the enactment of section 
126, that the provisions of a composition duly accepted 
“shall be binding on all the creditors whose names and 
addresses, and the amount of the debts due to whom, are 
shown in the statement of the debtor produced at the 
meetings of the creditors at which the resolution was 
passed, but shall not affect or prejudice the rights 
of any other creditors,’ was intended for the benefit 
of the creditors and to compel the debtor to produce 
a@ complete statement of his creditors and the debts 
due to them, but was not meant to enable him, by 
omitting any particular creditor from his statement, 
either designedly or by accident, to exclude that creditor 
from sharing, if he wished to do so, in the benefit of 
the composition. Of course, as a general rule, it would 
not be for the advantage of a creditor who was not 
inserted in the statement to insist on sharing in the composi- 
tion, inasmuch as he would have a right to sue the debtor 
for the full amount of his debt. But it might happen that 
the whole of the debtor’s property was assigned to the trus- 
tees as a security for the payment of the composition, or as 
in Ex parte Carew, that a large sum was placed in the hands 
of trustees for distribution among the creditors, and in such 
cases it might be to the advantage ofa creditor who, because 
he was not mentioned, or not sufficiently described, in the 
debtor’s statement, was not bound by the composition, never- 
theless to claim payment of it, and, if he wished he ought to 
be allowed to do so. Such a creditor, if he had not attended 
the creditors’ meetings, and had not given the other credi- 
tors due notice of his claim, might not be able to affect their 
rights, but, when they had all received their composition, 
he ought to be allowed as against the debtor to insist upon 
the benefit of the arrangement. In Ex parte Carew the 
composition agreed upon was the very unusual one of 
19s. 11d. in the pound, and it was consequently very much 
to the advantage of the claimants in the Chancery suit, if 
they could establish their claim, to intercept the balance 
which was in the trustees’ hands, and which was nearly 
enough to pay the composition upon the amount claimed. 
Under these circumstances the court thought that it would 
be unjust to order this balance to be paid over to the debtor 
before the claim had been adjudicated upon in the Chancery 
suit, and they accordingly refused the debtor's application, 
but without prejudice to his making a new one when a 
decree should have been made in the Chancery suit. 





IN THE CASE oF Vale v. Oppert, heard by the Lords 
Justices on Monday, a question arose as to the right to an 
order for the production of documents, where a defendant 
against whom the order was sought swore that the docu- 
ments were in the hands of solicitors who had formerly 
acted for him in the suit, but who had ceased to do so. He 
had changed his solicitors, but he said that his former 
solicitors claimed a lien on the documents for costs due to 
them from him, and that he was unable to satisfy this lien 
because his affairs were being liquidated by arrangement 
under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and all his estate was 
vested in his trustee under the liquidation. Their lord- 
ships held, following the decision of Lord Langdale in 
Rodick v. Gandell (10 Beav.270), that the order for produc- 
tion must be made, and that the defendant was bound to 
take all proper proceedings to enable him to get the documents 
from the solicitors. If, after doing all that he could, he was 
still unable to procure them, he must apply to the court 
again, and liberty would be reserved to him to do so, and he 
would not be liable to committal without the further order of 
the court. If an order for production could be successfully 
resisted under such circumstances, a party could always 
avoid producing documents by the device of placing them 
in the Son of one solicitor, and then changing his solicitor 
and saying that he could not because he was bankrupt pay 
off the lien of the first solicitor. Lord Justice James said 
that a solicitor had no right to set up his lien, upon doca- 
ments which had come into his hands as solicitor in the 
cause, as against the adverse party, 





IN A CASE OF Wynn v. Hurst, tried at the Shrewsbury 
Assizes on Monday last, the question was raised whetber 
proof of intemperate habits in the plaintiff could be given as 
a defence to anaction for breach of promise of marriage. The 
defendant pleaded, inter alia, that the plaintiff was un- 
chaste, immodest, and intemperate. Mr. Justice Archibald 














i 
H 
} 








396 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


March 27, 1875, 





a 





asked whether counsel could adduce any authority in 
support of the validity of the latter et of this plea. 
Counsel replied be could not, and the learned j dge 
held that evidence going to prove intemperate habits would 
be irrelevant and inadmissible. Counsel thereupon called 
witnesses to show that the plaintiff associated with reputed 
prostitutes, and had been seen drinking with them at public- 
houses; and this, he urged, was enough to prove want of 
chastity of mind and conversation to satisfy the plea of un- 
chastity, but his lordship held that the evidence was insuffi- 
cient, and that actual personal unchastity must be proved. 


Tae Marine Court of New York, says the Albany Law 
Journal, in Palmeter v. Wagner, considered the liability of 
a sleeping car company for loss by theft of a portion of the 
personal baggage of a passenger who was asleep in one of 
the company’s sleeping cars. The judge who delivered 
the opinion said that the company were not insurers, 


innkeepers, or transporters. In the ordinary railway car 


a passenger may sleep, but it is at his own risk that he 
does so; he is the custodian of the property retained in 
his possession and he must look out for it. Bat when he 
gets into a sleeping car, and pays for sleeping, the 
passenger is not expected to keep awake, to take care of 
himself and his property, The company had a conductor 
and a porter to watch during the night, and they were 
bound to use due diligence in keeping away disturbers. 
Sleeping car companies undertake to do that which the 
railroad companies find it injudicious to attempt. The 
udge further said that the question was one of great 
importance, and that he based his decision solely on the 
ground that the sleeping car company are not insurers, 
but are, by reasonable watch, to protect a passenger in his 
person, and his property about his person, during sleep. 


In a suit of Gearns v. Baker Vice-Chancellor Hall, last 
week, at the instance of a person who had entered into 
an agreement with the owner of an estate for the granting 
to him of a lease of the exclusive right of shooting over 
the estate, awarded an injunction to restrain the owner of 
the estate from cutting any trees thereon. It was alleged 
that the cutting of trees, which the defendant proposed to 
proceed with, would destroy some of the covers for game, 
and would seriously prejudice others, and@ that the opera- 
tions of felling and removing the trees when felled would 
disturb the game, and interfere with their breeding. The 
Lords Justices on Wednesday dissolved the injunction, on 
the ground that such an agreement did not deprive the 
owner of the land of the power of managing his estate as he 
might think best, and that there was nothing to show that 
the proposed felling of timber was to be made otherwise 
than Jond fide in the due course of management of the prop- 
erty. They treated it as a purely legal question whether, 
if the lease had been granted, an action would lie for 
damages for the cutting of the trees, and they held that it 
would not. 








THE NEW LEEDS COUNTY COURT JUDGES. 
Mr. W. T. S. Daniet, Q.C., and Mr. Serjeant Tindal At- 
kinson, the two new judges of the Leeds County Court, en- 
tered upon their duties on Monday last, and were re- 
ceived by an unusually large number of members of the 
legal profession. 

Mr. Daniel said the circumstance of two judges taking 
their seats side by side on the same day in one particular 
court was so unusual that he thought it right to state 
under what circumstances his learned brother and himself 
appeared there that day. Upon the death of the late re- 
spected judge of that court being reported, he (Mr. Daniel) 
received a telegram from Mr. Nicol, by direction of the 
Lord Chancellor, inquiring as to the truth of a report 
which had reached his lordship’s ears that he was desir- 
ous of being transferred from the Bradford to the Leeds 
circuit. He replied that he would be unwilling to consent 
to any arrangement which would remove him from Brad. 
ford, but that he would be willing to consent to any ar- 
rangement which would enable him to devote any powers 
that he possessed to the service of Leeds, provided the 
appointment in Leeds could be made compatible with 





other arrangements which would involve his continuanog 
at Bradford. The result was a suggestion on his part, to 
which his lordship acceded, that an arrangement should 
be made for the redistribution of certain circuits, so that 
he could retain his own present circuit in addition to 
taking a portion of the Leeds business with his learned 
brother, Leeds being thus placed in the exceptional pogi. 
tion of having two judges, by a division of jurisdiction 
which he hoped would be convenient to all parties, as wel 
as beneficial to suitors. The arrangement was that he 
should take upon himself the bankruptcy and equity busi. 
ness, whilst his learned brother, with a greater experience 
of common law business, would take that branch. Of 
course they were co-equal judges in all respects. Hach 
was judge of the entire jurisdiction, but the arrangement 
already described would for the present be acted upon, 
Mr. Daniel proceeded to state the course he proposed 
to take in his own division of bankruptcy and equity, 
As regards the former there would always be a distinction 
between what he might call the contentious and non-con- 
tentious business, and the registrar would be enabled ag 
heretofore to conduct all the non-contentious business— 
the contentious business being reserved to the judge him- 
self. He proposed to attend in Leeds on three Wednesdays 
in each month. He hoped that would be found sufficient 
for the disposal of contentious business. If not, he must 
then endeavour to appoint some other day when he wag 
not engaged elsewhere. After expressing himself in 
favour of simplifying the mode of procedare and lessening 
costs as far as possible, the learned judge said that trustees 
who employed solicitors did so at their peril, unless with 
the authority of the court or of a committee of 
inspection. Trustees held a , quasi-judicial office, 
and were by virtue of it exempted from certain re 
sponsibilities. If, for instance, a trustee made an 
erroneous payment, he was not liable if he made it 
bond fide and in the exercise of a reasonable discretion. If 
not competent themselves to perform the duties of such an 
office, after undertaking it, gentlemen must not be allowed 
too freely to supplement their own incapacity at the ex- 
pense of the estate they represented. 

~ Mr. Serjt. Atkinson said the only alteration of any im- 
portance he proposed to make in the course of procedure 
Was that he would apply the 18th section of the Common 
Law Procedure Act, which gave to the plaintiff in cases 
where he was represented professionally the right of 
summing up. That which was found useful and good in the 
practice of the superior courts would also, no doubt, be 
found useful in the county court. He would only make one 
other observation, and it was that punctuality was a virtue. 
He would sit regularly from a certain time of the day, ade 
journ at one o’clock for half-an-hour, and he would take no 
new cases after five o’clock in the evening, because when a 
judge's attention became jaded he lost that firm hold of his 
own temper which was so necessary for the proper adminis- 
tration of justice. 








Sucieties. 
ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting was held in Clement’s-inn Hall on Wednesday 
the 24th of March, Mr. H. D. Marshall in the chair, Mrs 
Stone opened the first subject for the evening’s discussion, 
viz., ‘‘Is a husband liable for necessaries supplied to his 
wife when he has privately prohibited her from pledging 
his credit (Jolly v. Kecs, 12 W. R. 473, 15 C. B. N.S. 629)?” 
The question was decided in the affirmative by a majority 
of one. Mr. Saunders then opened the second subject for 
discussion, viz., ‘‘ That the negligence of railway companies 
in cases of accident and unpunctuality should be 
presumed until the contrary be shown.”” The motion was 
carried by the casting vote of the chairman. 


The supplementary estimates for the current financial 
year show that the Government has had to pay £2 2s. for 
clothes for South Sea Islanders required as witnesses for 
the Crown in proceedings against the master and two 
seamen of the Nukulan, charged with kidnapping. 
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Obituarp. 


MR. SIMON BATLEY JACKAMAN. 


We regret to announce the death, in his seventy-fourth 
year, of Mr. Simon Batley Jackaman, of Ipswich, one of 
the oldest solicitors in the county of Suffolk. On the 
aight of Friday, the Sth ult., he retired to rest in his usual 
health and spirits, but was attacked with cerebral conges- 
tion early onthefollowiug morning, and died without suffer- 
ing at two o’clock thesame afternoon. Mr. Jackaman was 
the son of the late Mr. Simon Jackaman, town clerk of Ips- 
wich, and was born in 1800. Havirg served his articles 
with his father, he was admitted a solicitor in 1822, and 
remained in practice till the time of his death. In 1823 
he was elected coroner for the borough, which office he 
held for exactly fifty years, having been succeeded by his 

mgerson in 1873. He was also for many years clerk to 
thelpswich Pavingand Improvement Commissioners, a per- 
petual commissioner for Suffolk, and a commissioner for 
taking affidavits in Chancery. His private practice was 
large. He had the training of a largenumber of 
articled clerks, and many of the practitioners in Ipswich 
and the county of Suffolk commenced their legal careers 
in his office. Probably no solicitor was ever more popular 
with his professional neighbours, and three years ago, on 
his completion of fifty years of actual practice, a testi- 
monial was presented to him by the solicitors of Ipswich. 
Mr. Jackaman was a man of great liberality, and was very 
active in all religious and charitable undertakings. His 
politics were Conservative, and he took a keen interest in 
the local politics of Ipswich. Only a few days before his 
death he had been re-elected an’ assessor for revising the list 
of burgesses for the borough. He was married to a 
daughter of the late Mr. William Mason, and leaves two 
sons and five daughters. Both his sons were in partner- 
ship with him. Mr. William Batley Jackaman was 
admitted in+1854, and is a deputy-coroner for Suffolk: 
and Mr. Henry Mason Jackaman (who, as we before men- 
tioned, has succeeded his father in the post of borough 
coroner) was admitted in 1864. One of Mr. Jackaman’s 
daughters is married to Mr. Arthur Henry Aldoas, solicitor, 
of Ipswich. 





MR. WILLIAM LEACH BUCKLEY. 


Mr. William Leach Backley, solicitor, of Ashton-under- 
Lyne, Lancashire, died on the Sth ult., at the age of sixty- 
three. Mr. Backley was admitted a solicitor in 1833, and 
had ever since practised in the town of Ashton. He was 
for several years in partnership with the late Mr. Joseph 
Higginbottom, but recently he was associated with his son 
and with Mr. Samuel Arthur Newall. Mr. Buckley was a 
perpetual commissioner for Lancashire and Yorkshire, 
and held the offices of clerk to the county magistrates at 
Saddleworth, and clerk to the Stockport and Ashton Turn- 
pike Road Trustees. 


eee 


MR. THOMAS SWORDER. 


Mr, Thomas Sworder, solicitor (of the firm of Longmore, 
Sworder, & Longmore), of Hertford, died at that place on 
Saturday last in his sixty-fifth yoar. The deceased 
was born in 1810, was admitted a solicitor in 1831, and 
had resided at Hertford ever since. He was at first in 
partnership with the late Mr. John Dallinger, but after the 
death of that gentlemen he joined Mr. Philip Longmore, 
on whose resignation he succeeded about thirty years ago 
tothe office of coroner for the Hertford district of the 
county, Mr. Sworder was also distributor of stamps for 
Hertlordshire, and clerk to the Trustees of the Cheshunt 
Turnpike Roads, was a perpetual commissioner for Hert- 
fordshire, and had been clerk to the Hertford Board of 
Guardians ever since the formation of the Union. 





MR. ANDREW SNAPE THORNDIKE, 

Mr. Andrew Snape Thorndike, solicitor, and registrar 
ofthe Southampton County Court, died at his residence, 
8, Belleville-terrace, Southampton, on the 2nd ult., in his 
Seventy-sixth year. Mr. Thorndike was born in 1799, 

















and admitted a solicitor in 1821, and for many yéars 
carried on business at Staple-inn. In 1851 he was appointed 
clerk to the Southampton County Court, Cirenit No. 5T 
(the title being changed to registrar by the Act of 18%6), 
and he then settled in that town, though for several years 
he continued his London business in Staple-inn as a par- 
liamentary agent, being in partnership there with Mr. 
William Smith. Owing to the addition of bankruptcy and 
admiralty business, the work of the Southampton County 
Court has been constantly increasing, and the labours of 
the registrar have become very arduous and important: 
but Mr. Thorndike discharged his official duties in such a 
way aa to win the respect and confidence of the profession, 
and of all the suitors of the court. His politics were 
Liberal, and he took an active part in the contests in the 
county and borough. Mr. Thorndike’s health had long 
been failing, and his death was not unexpected. 








Appuintutents, Ete. 


Mr. Witt1am Leverton Donatpson, barrister, has bees 
appointed by Mr. John Humphreys, coroner of Hast Mid- 
dlesex, to be Deputy-Coroner of that division, in the place 
of Mr. James Richards, resigned. 


Mr. RicHarp Durnronrp, barrister, has been appointed 
Private Secretary to the Lord President of the Councif 
(the Duke of Richmond), in succession to Mr. Charles 
Lennox Peel, appointed Clerk of the Privy Council. Mr. 
Durnford is the son of the Bishop of Chichester, and was 
educated at Eton, and is now a fellow of King’s Colloge, 
Cambridge. He graduated in 1865, being placed second 
in the first class of the classical tripos, and having in the 
previous year obtained the Camden Medal. He was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1869, 
and is a member of the Home Circuit, : 


Mr. Atsert SpEED Goprrey, solicitor, of 2, Greshant- 
buildings, has been appointed a London Commissioner for 
taking Affidavits in the Courts of Queen’s Bench and 
Common Pleas. 

Mr. Huserr Goveu, solicitor, of Waltham Abbey, haz 
been appointed Clerk to the Magistrates at Waltham 
Abbey and Cheshunt, in succession to his recently-deceased 
partner, Mr. Joseph Frederick Jessopp. Mr. Gough (as 
we stated last week) has also succeeded Mr. Jessopp as 
clerk to the magistrates at Edmonton. 


Mr. AmprosE Wittiam Knott, solicitor, of Worcester, 
has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for 
Worcestershire and for the City and County of the City of 
Worcester. 

Mr. Horace Purtsrick, solicitor, of 50, Old Broad- 
street (late of Colchester), has been appointed Solicitor to 
the City Liberal Club. 

Mr. Wintiam Otivse Reaver, solicitor, of 151, Strand, 
and of Epsom, bas been appointed Clerk to the Epsom 
Board of Guardians and Clerk to the Epsom Highway 
Board, in succession to the late Mr. Henry Thomas 
Aveline. 

Mr. Cuartes Rosntys, solicitor, of the firm of Bolton, 
Robbins, & Bask, of 1, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, has been 
appointed by the Vice-Warden of the Stannaries a Com- 
missioner for taking Affidavits on both sides of the Court. 

Mr. Freperick Stu, solicitor, of Prescot, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for taking Affidavits in the Courts 
of Common Pleas and Exchequer. 

Mr. GREEN SmitH, solicitor, of Bungay, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for taking Atiidavits in the Court 
of Exchequer. 

Mr. Henry Joun Watxen, solicitor, of Great Yarmouth 
has been appointed Registrar of the Southampton County 
Court (Circuit No. 51), in the place of Mr. Andrew Snape 
Thorndike. Mr. Walker was admitted in 1867, and is new 
Registrar of the Yarmouth County Court, 





Mr. William Henry Walton, late Queen's Remembrancer 
has received the honour of knighthood on bis retirement 
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from office. Sir W. Walton was born in 1798, and was j right of being recouped by the estate the £1,000 paid, ang 
educated at Brasenose College, Oxford, where he graduated | that right they now sought to enforce by the present ap.. 


as B.A. in 1822. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Hilary Term, 1836, and was for some time 
wecretary to Lord Brougham. He was appointed a Master 
of the Court of Exchequer in 1841, and Queen’s Remem- 
brancer in 1857 ; he retired on a pension last year. 

Mr. Crompton Hutton, judge of county courts for Circuit, 
No. 5, has been appvinted a Magistrate for the County 
Palatine of Lancaster. 

Mr. Richard Garth, Q.C., Chief Justice of Bengal, has 
received the honour of knighthood. 








Courts. 


BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Recisrnar Murray, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
Feb. 25.—£x parte Moses, ve De la Torre.* 

M. and L. were the acceptors of two bills of exchange for £500 
each, current in the hands of D. and S. at the date of their 
petition for liquidation, and which on maturity were aR? 
sented by the receiver under the petition at M. and L.’s 
bankers, and paid. 

Atthe date of the petition M. and L. held a series of bills 
amounting to £3,682 drawn by various firms upon and ac- 
cepted by the debtors, all of which had come into the hands 


of M. and L. in the course of their business transactions with 
another firm. 

M. and L., alleging that the £500 bills were paid in ignorance 
of the fact that the debtors were the holders of them, claimed 
as against the trustee under the liquidation of D. and S. to 
have the amount repaid to them. 

Held, that a right of set off had accrued to M. and L. under 
the mutual credit clause (s. 39, Bankruptcy Act, 1869), of 
which right they were entitled to avail themselves notwith- 
standing the fact of the bills having been duly met and paid 
on presentation, and that the sum claimed must be repaid. 
This was an application by Messrs. Moses & Levy as 

against Mr. Hart, the trustee under the liquidation, to have 

paid tothem a sum of £1,000, being the amount of two billsof 
exchange for £500 each, of which they were the acceptors, 
and which, being current bills in the hands of the debtors, 

Messrs. De la Torre & Solis, at the date of their petition 

for liquidation, afterwards matured, and on maturity were 

presented by Mr. Hart in his then capacity of receiver of 
the estate for payment at Messrs. Moses & Levy’s bankers’, 
and duly paid. The two bills in question were dated the 
18th of March, 1874, and were drawn by a firm of Planas, 

Arango, & Co. upon Messrs, Moses & Levy, to whom they 

were presented for acceptance on the 14th of April, and 

being accepted were made payable at the bank of Robarts 

& Co., on the 16th of July. On the 29th of April the 

debtors stopped payment. Previously to that day, and in 

fact on the same day on which these two bills had been 
accepted by Moses & Levy, viz., the 14th of April, both 
bills reached the hands of the debtors, who did not discount 
them, but retained them in their custody or under their 
control from that time continuously down to the filing of 
their petition for liquidation; and in the statement of 
affairs they were entered with other bills under the head 
of “pills receivable current at the date of our suspension.” 

Their petition being filed on the 10th of July, Mr. Hart 

‘was appointed receiver on the following day ; and on the 

bills becoming due on the 16th of July he presented them 

for payment at Mersrs. Robarts’, and they were paid in due 
course. It would appear that at the date of the petition 
the applicants were the holders of a series of bills, amount- 
ing to £3,682 or thereabouts, drawn by various firms upon, 
and accepted by, the debtors, all of which bills had come 
into the hands of the applicants in the course of their busi- 
ness transactions with the firm of Planas, Arango, & Co. 
The applicants having, previously to the meeting 
of [creditors held on the 7th of November, discovered 
that the two bills for £500 had remained in the hands of 
the debtors up to the time of the petition, and that the 
proceeds had been paid to the receiver, brought in a proof 
for tke amount of the debtor's acceptances, less the amount 
of the two bills, reserving to themselves in their proof the 





plication. 

The affidavit filed in support of the motion detailed the- 
circumstances of the case, and alleged that the payment 
was made in ignorance of the fact that the debtors werg 
the holders of the bills. The trustee had not filed any aft: 
davit, and the material facts relating to the transactions. 
in respect of the two Vills, especially as to their havin 
come into the hands of the debtors on the 14th ot April, 
and having from thenceforth remained in their custody or- 
under their control, were admitted. 

Winslow, Q.C., and Morley, for the applicants, contended- 
that as, at the date of the liquidation petition, the debtors 
were indebted to the applicants in a far larger sum than 
the amount of the two bills, a right of set-off had accrued: 
to them under the “ mutual credit” clause (Bankruptcy- 
Act, 1869, s. 39), notwithstanding the fact of the bills 
having been duly met and paid on presentation: Bize y, 
Dickason (1 T. R. 215), Hankey v. Smith (8 T. R. 507), Ex 
parte James, re Condon (22 W. R. 937, L. R. 9 Ch. 609), 
Edmeads ¥. Newman (1 B. & C, 418), Ex parte Barneté (22: 
W. R. 288, L. R. 9 Ch. 293), Bell v. Gardiner (4 M. & G 
11). : 

Roxburgh, Q.C., and Yate Lee, for the trustee.—The- 
trustee might have dealt with the bills in any way that he 
thought proper; he might have indorsed the bills for value 
and retained the proceeds as part of the general assets, 
There was no right of set-off. 

Murray, Registrar (after stating the facts), said—In my 
opinion the date of the stoppage has no bearing whatever 
on the point to be decided in this case. The material date: 
is the filing of the liquidation petition. As a fact the whole 
series of bills, which amounted to £3,682 or thereabouts, 
were held by Messrs. Moses & Levy at that date; and they 
were entered as creditors on the statement of affairs to even 
a larger amount. The question in this case must be governed’ 
by the relative position of the parties at the date ofthe bank- 
ruptcy, that is of the filing of the petition for liquidation on 
the 10th of July. Whatever rights or equities then existed’ 
between the parties cannot be altered or varied by the ape 
pointment of a receiver or trustee. The receiver is simply 
an officer of the court appointed to protect the property 
until the appointment of the trustee. Upon such appoint- 
ment all the property of the debtors, including choses in 
action, passes to the trustee ; but he can only take it subject. 
to any rights or equities by which any portion of it may be 
affected. What then was the position of the parties on the 
10th of July? Messrs. Moses & Levy were in possession of: 
bills accepted by the debtors to the amount of between three 
and four thousand pounds; and the debtors were in pos- 
session of bills accepted by Messrs. Moses & Levy, but 
not matured, to the amount of £1,000, which they had con- 
tinuously held from the 14th of April when they first came 
into their hands. Is it possible to say thata “ mutual credit” 
had not been thus constituted between the parties sufficient 
to bring the case within the provisions of the 39th section, 
and in respect of which Moses & Levy, had an equity 
or rather statutory right to set off the one amount against 
the other? The right given by the statutes in bankruptcy 
is nothing more than the embodiment of the equitable 
doctrine in accordance with which these rights used formerly 
to be determined. Now it is clear upon the authorities that 
actual dealing or privity between the parties is not necessaty 
to constitute what is described by the term ‘‘ mutual credit.” 
It may exist within the meaning of the Bankruptcy Acts 
independently of any intention to create a right of set-off. 
This was decided in Hankey v. Smith (3 T. R. 507), in which 
the bankrupts had sold goods to the defendants, who on 
being sued by the assignees gave notice of set-off in respect 
of a bill of exchange accepted by the bankrupts and which, 
without the knowledge of the bankrupts, had come into the 
possession of the defendants before the bankruptcy and be- 
came due afterwards. ‘The court were clearly of opinion that 
there was mutual credit. Lord Kenyon said, “ The mutual. 
credit was constituted by taking the bill on the one hand 
and selling the goods on the other.” Mr. Justice Buller said, 
‘In order to constitute mutual credit it is not necessary 
that the parties mean particularly to trust each other in that 
transaction. For if a bill of exchange which is accepted be 
sent out into the world credit is given to the acceptor by 
every person who takes the bill. Now that constituted the 








* Reported by J. C. BrovGu, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





credit on one side in this case, then on the other credit was’ 
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yen to the defendants by the bankrupts for the goods.” 
this being sc,. therefore, and a statutory right of set-off 
having been thus created, which existed at the date of the 
liquidation, it is clear that nothing which the receiver or 
grustee might afterwards do could displace that right. It 
was argued by Mr. Roxburgh that it was competent to the 
trustee to deal with these two bills as he might think proper 
in the same way as he might deal with any other chattel as 
of the property of-the bankrupt—that he might have 
endorsed the bills for value and retained the proceeds as 
of the assets distributable amongst the general creditors. 
But this is in truth arguing in a circle—for the question 
would still come back to this: Would such a dealing by the 
trustee have prejudiced or affected the rights of the appli- 
cants in the slightest degree? Assuming that these bills, 
instead of being presented for payment, had been endorsed 
for value to some other party after the liquidation without 
notice and had been paid, the same question as that which 
forms the subject of the present application would still have 
remained as between the acceptors on the one hand and the 
trustee on the other, and would have to be decided on the 
game considerations, namely, that the trustee could do no- 
thing which could operate to destroy the right of set-off 
(if any) which existed at the time of the liquidation. Test 
this case in whatever way one will, it will always come back 
tothe same point. On the question as to parties being able 
to receive back money which has been paid by them under 
a mistake of fact, it may be taken for granted upon the evi- 
dence that, at the time these bills were presented and paid, 
Messrs. Moses & Levy had no actual knowledge that the 
payment was mae to or on behalf of the debtors or the re- 
ceiver of their estate. Nor are there any circumstances in 
the case showing the existence of such means of knowledge 
on their part’’ as (to use the words of Chief Justice Tindal 
in the case of Bell v. Gardiner, 4 Man. & Gr. 24), “might 
lead irresistibly to the inference that they had actual know- 
ledge.” It was argued that the bankers, Messrs. Robarts, 
when they cashed the bills, must have had knowledge of the 
fact, and that Messrs. Moses & Levy must be bound by that, 
but there is nothing on the face of the bills themselves, or 
otherwise, from which to draw any such inference. But, 
even if knowledge of the fact had been brought home to 
Moses & Levy, and this application had been based upon a 
mistake of law as to their rights of set-off, I am not pre- 
_ to say that the trustee would not have been held 
ound to refund this money. The recent case of Ex parte 
James, re Condon, which came before the Court of Appeal, 
= far in that direction, and the observations of Lord 
tice James in that case are well deserving of attention by 
trustees in bankruptcy and liquidation. I am of opinion that 
the applicants are entitled to what they ask, and that the 
money in the hands of the trustee, representing the pro- 
eeeds of these two bills, must be paid to them. If, as is 
alleged, there is any error in figures on their proof, this is 
matter of detail which can be adjusted between the parties. 
The order for payment can be prefaced by a declaration, if 
the parties desire it, As regards the costs, I have already 
_ ated that there is nothing to show that at the time 
ese bills were paid to Mr. Hart on presentation such pay- 
ment was made with any knowledge actual or constructive 
on the part of Moses & Levy, that the bills had 
remained in the hands of the debtors, and that they were 
being presented by the receiver of their estate, and this 
beirg so, the applicants must have their costs of this appli- 
cation out of the estate. 
Solicitors for the applicants, Phelps § Sidgwick. 
Solicitors for the trustee, Bolton ¢ Co. 








THE RAILWAY COMMISSION. 


Feb. 18, 19, 20, 22; Mar. 3.—The Bellsdyhe Coal Company 
and Othersv, The North British Railway Company.* 


Undue preference—Tolls for coal traffic—Agreement with 
colliery owners— Inclines. 


A railway company entered into an agreement with a firm of 
colliery owners to carry their coal at certain rates; such rates 
were lower than those charged to other colliery owners with 
whom they had no agreement. The railway company justified 
the preference on the ground that the applicanis’ traffic was 
more costly to carry in consequence of a steep descending incline 
from the applicants’ collieries to the main line. The higher 
rate was imposed whichever direction the coal traffic took, 


* Reported by W. H. Macnamara, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 








while it only passed down the incline in going in one direc-- 


tion, 
Held, that a charge purporting to be in respect of a special ser- 
vice—such as dues in respect of the incline—should not have 


its incidence extended to traffic for which the service was not. 


performed, and that payment in respect of such incline should, 
— the circumstances, take the form of a fixed reasonable 
toll. 

A railway company pays no more than a due regard to its own 


interests if it charges for its services in proportion to their - 


necessary cost, and has only such a variety in its rates as 
there is in the circumstances of its customers. 
It is not a valid consideration for a reduced rate on coal that the 
arty favoured is a customer of the same railway company 
in goods of a totally different kind. 
Littler, Q.C., and Shiress Wil’, appeared for the appli- 
cants. 
Pope, Q.C., and F. Ledgard, for the defendants. 
The facts and the arguments sufficiently appear from 
the following judgment, which was delivered on March 
The Covurt.—This is a complaint of certain coalowners in 
Lanarkshire that the North British Railway Company carry 
coal for the firm of Baird & Co. at rates below those which 
they charge to the complainants, who say they are unduly 
prejudiced by the difference in Messrs. Baird’s favour. The 
various collieries are situated in the Airdrie coal district, 
through which a number of railways are carried belonging 
to the North British, and giving access to shipping ports 
east and west and to markets in every direction. The com- 
any charge all the complainants equally, and the difference 
5 Ae their coal rates and the lower rates of Baird’s 
averages 54d. a ton for all distances over four miles. 
Messrs. Baird’s scale of rates is fixed by an agreement made 
with the North British in 1865 for a period of thirty years, 
while the complainants, who have no agreement, are 
charged the rates which are locally known as the Monkland 
traders’ rates. The railway company say that the preference 
complained of is apparent only, and is justified by 
diminished cost, and they give as the reason of their being 
able to carry coal from Baird’s pits at a less cost than from 
the pits of the complainants that the pits differ materially 
in the advantages of natural position, and in the railways 
to which they are adjacent. It was argued for the com- 
plainants that no such matters were taken into account in 
originally settling the rates; but, be that as it may, they 
are the grounds on which the company now justify the com- 
parative amounts, and it may be conceded to them that a 
railway company pays no more than a due regard to its 
own interests if it charges for its services in proportion to 
their necessary cost, and has only such variety in its rates 
as there is in the circumstances of its customers. Baird & 
Co. are iron and coal masters at Gartsherrie and other 
places, and their agreement was designed to procure from 
the North British various traffic facilities, and in particular 
to provide for their coal, pig iron, and other minerals being 
carried at special rates, or at any lower rates at which the 
North British might at any time carry similar traffic for 
others. The only reciprocal obligations on Messrs. Baird 
are that by article 14 they bind themselves to send the 
traffic between one of their collieries and Gartsherrie, and 
between Gartsherrie and Leith and one other place, by the 
lines of the North British, and to give the railway company 
a preference at equal rates for the conveyance of coal to a 
few additional places. It may, perhaps, have been assumed 
that the pits and works of Baird & Co. would in any case be 
a source of large and remunerative traffic to the railway 
company, but the agreement yer se is one of which the ob- 
ligations are all upon the North British. No advantages 
are stipulated for in return, and Baird & Co. do not bind 
themselves to send large quantities of coal or iron every year, 
or full train loads at a time, or, with the exceptions mene 
tioned, to send only by the North British. Nor has it 
been made to appear to us that at equal rates, with due 
allowance for the inclines, there is not the same profit to be 
made on the coal of the complainants as on the coal of Baird 
& Co. True, there is the produce of the ironworks also to 
be carried. But it is not a valid consideration for a reduced 
rate on coal, nor a circumstance that can substantially affect 
the rate at which it can profitably be carried, that the party 
favoured is a customer also of the same railway company in 
goods of quite a different kind. The reduction, therefore 
cannot be explained by any benefits the North British 


derive from the agreement. A reference was made in the- 


answer of the railway company tothe vicinity of Messrs. 
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Baird’s pits to the Monkland Canal, as though the reduced 
rates might be rendered necessary to enable the company 
to compete successfully with water carriage, but it was ad- 
mitted by their learned counsel in argument that this point 
had no real bearing on the case, and that it might be left 
out of consideration. 

The collieries of the complainants mentionel in their 
application are Chapelside, Drumshangie, West Dramgray, 
Greendykeside, Roughrigg, and West Limerigg. All six 
have junctions by branch lines with the Slamannan Rail- 
way, aline of single road and heavy gradients, and with a 
very steep descending incline to the Kipps station of one 
mile and a quarter long. The railway company have 
special] engines and other provision for bringing the 
coal trairs down this incline, and the extra cost in working 
it amounts, they say, to a sum of £8,300 a year, which, dis- 
tributed over 537,000 tons of coal brought down in 1874, 
gives 4d. according to their table, but, more exactly, not 
quite 3{d., as the cost per ton. This, then, is a special 
circumstance of the complainants’ traffic which the company 
say affects their pecuniary interests, and they contend that 
the imposition of an extra charge tantamount to the par- 
ticular expense affords no ground for a complaint against 
them under the statute. Now, first we observe that the high 
rate is imposed whichever direction the coal traffic takes, 
while it only passes down the incline in going in one direc- 
tion. The Slamannan Railway runseast and west, and more 
or less parallel to the Edinburgh and Glasgow line, and coal 
sent east to Leith, for example, traverses not by any means 
as level a line as the Edinburgh and Glasgow, but one for a 
mineral line with nothing extraordinary in its gradients. Is 
it not, then, wrong in principle that a charge purporting to 
be in respect of a special service—an incline due, as it may 
be called—should have its incidence extended to traffic for 
which that service is not performed; and if otherwise, must 
not its amount be wrongly computed in respect of the 
calculation of the cost per ton being made, not upon the 
total traffic assessed, but only upon that portion of it which 
passes dovn the incline? And, in the next place, 
assuming the cost of working the incline to be correctly 
calculated and for the year 1874 to have been at the rate of 
53d. per ton, we do not think the amount would necessarily 
be in the ratio of the tonnage brought down, nor that it 
would not be possible so to improve the apparatus for the 
incline as to work it at a less expense, and under conditions 
of greater economy. Some incline payment is no doubt due 
to the company, but whatever its amount, and whether in the 
form of a fixed toll or, as some witnesses for the complainants 
suggested, an allowance of miles in addition to actual mile- 
age, it certairly should not be charged upon traffic to which 
the service which it represents is neither rendered nor 

applicable. 

But, as we have said, 5}d., and not merely 32d., is the 
excess in question, and, to leave no part of this excess un- 
covered, the railway compary go on to advert to other 
exceptional circumstances, In the first place, the allowance 
they make to the complainants for owners’ waggons for four 
miles and upwards exceeds the allowance to Baird and Co. 
by 3d. per ton, irrespective of distance. The complainants, 
however, say that the extra allowance is made of no benefit 
to them for competing, because Messrs. Baird have the use 
of the company’s waggons, the railway company being bound 
by the agreement “to provide and furnish, as may be re- 
quired, such trucks and waggons as Messrs. Baird may find 
necessary for carrying their coal, &c., from their several 
works or mineral fields over the company’s railways,’ The 
complainants also depend to some extent on the company to 
supply them with waggons, as they have not enough of their 
own, and they attribute the deficient and irregular supply 
they obtain to the company having #0 few available after 
meeting Messrs. Baird’s requisitions. ‘The company, on the 
other hand, say that in practice Bairds have no favour or 
preference in the distribution of waggons, and that the dis- 
tribution is made impartially and in just proportions. We 
do not think this statement bes been disproved, and we do 
not propose to issue the order for which the complainants 
ask for a pro roté distribution. At the same time, such a 
distribution is, in our opinion, a necessary condition of allow- 
ing the jd. to form an element of extra charge against the 
complainants ; and should the agreement with Messrs. Baird 
prevent the company from giving practically a fair share of 
their waggons to the complainants, any extra charge made 





fer generally to the difficult gradients of the Slamannan 
line, and the uneconomical eonditions under which the coal 
traffic over it is obliged to be worked. There are fewor 
waggons to a coal train; there is more trouble in collecting 
a full train load ; there is more shunting in arranging the 
waggons in proper order for their destinations, and there ig 
greater wear of rails and rolling stock. We think, however, 
that upon the evidence it may be doubted whether, but for 
the Ballochney inclines, the coal of the complainants going 
west cannot be carried by the company at about the same 
expense for equal distances and quantities as the coal of 
Messrs. Baird, while as to coal carried in the opposite direc. 
tion, where the steep mineral line, though unimpeded by 
such inclines as those at Ballochney, forms a much longer 
portion of the through route, there is a special reason why 
the complainants should not be charged more than Messrs, 
Baird, and that is that their agreement with the North 
British provides that the company’s charge to them for the 





carriage of their traffic ‘‘ shall be computed according to the 
shortest distance of any railway between the sending and 
receiving points.’”’ Now, from Messrs, Baird’s collieries to 
Leith the route is by the Edinburgh and Glasgow, and not 
by the Slamannan line, but the Slamannan route being the 
shorter by nine miles, nine miles are taken off the actual dis. 
tance Messrs. Baird’s coal is carried in computing their 
coal rate. In a case, therefore, where the Slamannan line 
is taken as the ruling line for distance, it would manifestly 
be unfair that its falling gradients and the loss on engine 
power and earnings in drawing twenty-five waggons only at 
a time should cause an extra charge to be made against the 
complainants, seeing that the difliculty of gradients has its 
equivalent in the greater distance of the other line. We 
have said that the extra charge to the complainants averages 
543d. a ton, but there are places to which they and Bairds 
send coal by the North British, where their rates show even 
a greater difference to each other. To Leith the difference 
is not less than 104d., and to Glasgow and other places on 
the Coatbridge or College line it is 84d. The additional 
5d. in the one case and 3d, in the other appear to have been 
imposed in October and November of last year, and it was 
stated in evidence that notice was given by the company 
to the effect that “from the 1st of November, 1874, all traders 
would be charged 2d. per ton”’ (making with the 1d. put 
on in October 3d. altogether) ‘‘on all coal sent per College 
Railway to every station on that line, with the exception of 
Messrs. Baird & Co., Shotts Iron Company,” and six"other 
firms. Here is a difference of rate in respect of the Coat- 
bridge line and of Leith, with everything else similar be- 
tween the parties, and we think it clearly contrary to the 
provisions of the Railway Traffic Act. 

It remains for us to state our view of what ought to be 
charged for the inclines, We think it should take the form 
of a fixed {oll, because the other plan of an extra mileage has 
in this case the difficulty that the coal rates are framed on 
the principle of the mileage proportion becoming less as 
the distance becomes longer, and, as regards amount, forme 
ing the best judgment we can upon the figures and evidence 
before us, we say that if the tonnage brought down in 4 
quarter of a year is at a rate under 500,000 tons of coal p 
annum, such amount should not exceed for the succeeding 
quarter 3}d. per ton, nor 3d. ifat a rate over the half-million. 
We also think that one-half only of 3d., or 34d, as the case 
may be, should be charged on the Chapelside coal which 
passes down the lower division only of the incline, and that 
for the Causeway End incline on the way to the Forth port 
of Bo'ness, the charge should not exceed 2}d. per ton. ‘This 
isin some degree a case for costs; but, as the complainants 
have not made good all the complaints in their application, 
we think it sufficient to grant them a moiety of their costs. 

On the applisation of the counsel for the defendants the 
court postponed the operation of the injunction until the 
Ist of April, and stated that the incline dues were to be pay- 
able in addition to the mileage of the inclines. 
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A Bill has been introduced into the Canadian Senate 
amending the Copyright Act of 1868, and designed to 
throw open the privilege of copyright to all persons whose 
works are published or produced in Canada. It provides 
that, pexding the publication or re-publication in Canada 
of a literary, scientific, or artistic work, the author may 
obtain an interim copyright, which shall secure his rights 





48 & set-off for the extra allowance must be discontinued. 
As a further reason for the higher rates, the company re- 





for three months, and this is to be followed by the fall 
copyright on publication or re-publication. 
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—— 
parliament and Legislation. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 18.—Private BILts, 

On the motion of Lord Repgspats, the fofMlowing resolu- 
tion was agreed to:—‘‘ That Standing Order No. 17%, sects. 
jand 4, be suspended, and that the time for depositing pe- 
tions praying to be heard against private Bills, which would 
otherwise expire during the adjournment of the House at 
Faster, be extended to the first day on which the House 
shall sit after the recess,” 

SUPERANNUATION AcT (1859) AMENDMENT. 

This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


MarriaGE Laws, 

Lord CuELMsrorD asked the Lord Chancellor whether 
he could hold out any hope that steps would be taken by 
the present Government to carry out the recommendations of 
the Commissioners for the amendment of the Marriage Laws. 
—The Lorp CHANCELLOR said he believed the recommenda- 
tions would affect the Marriage Laws of England so very 
little that they would not provoke much opposition in this 
country ; but he apprehended that in Scotland they would 
have to encounter disfavour and discontent. The represen- 
tatives of Ireland on the Commission dissented, not from 
the report as a whole, but in respect of certain subjects 
which in a general measure would be found very embarrass- 
ing subjects to deal with; and therefore he feared that 
when such a measure came to be discussed it would be re- 
ceived with anything but unanimity or concurrence on the 
part of the representatives of the sister countries. Speaking 
as to the present session and looking at the measures already 
brought torward, he did not think there was the slightest 
prospect of a Bill on this subject being introduced, and as 
to next session, he thought it would be extremely wrong, 
without knowing on what subjects legislation might be 
undertaken in that session, to give any pledge as to legisla- 
tion onthe marriage laws.—Lord Srizornesaid his noble and 
learned friend’s answer left on his mind theimpression that go- 
vernment in this cotintry had lapsed intoa deplorable state of 
weakness and indecision with regard to the largest social 
subjects and to those dealing with the most general interests 
of the community. Every year a crop of cases came from 
Scotland in which was introduced great uncertainty, as to 
the existence of the marriage tie and as to the legitimacy 
and the expectations of children. So strange was the luw 
in Scotland that he ventured to assert it was no exaggera- 
tion to say that no man who had led an irregular life in 
that country could be sure that the legitimacy and succes- 
sion of his children might not some day be called in ques- 
tion, The law which produced the evil was not the law 
of regular marriages, but that of irregular marriages, such 
a8 were disapproved and discouraged by the ecclesiastical 
law of every religious body in Scotland; and the evidence 
given before the commission went to show that it exercised 
no practical influence on the habits of the people. ‘There 
were difficulties in the case; but he entertained the hope 
that if his noble and learned friend should enjoy an un- 
disturbed occupation of office he would endeavour to carry a 
Bill to achieve that important object. 

March 19.—LANp TRANSFER. 

This Bill was read a third time, and after some technical 
amendments had been introduced by the Lonp CuaNnceLLon 
it was passed. 

Brit reap A First Time. 

The Marquis of Sattsnury brought in a Bill to consoli- 

date the Indian Legislation. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

March 18.—JupicarurE Act, 1878. 

Tn answer to Sir E. Witmor, Mr. Disraetr said that 
after the holidays the Lord Chancellor in the House of 
rds will state the course which her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment intend to take with regard to the Judicature Act of 

Expenses oF Criminal PRosgcvrIONS. 

Tn reply to Mr. Pace, Mr. Cross said that the Secretary 
ofthe Treasury would in the course of a few days Jay upon 








the table a Treasury minute that would dispose of this sub 
ject in a manner satisfactory to the country. The evilsnow 
complained of were very serious. With regard to prosecu- 
tions at sessions, the expenses, after being taxed by the 
ocal officer, were taxed again in London, so that it was 
not in the power of the lecal authority to recoup itself for 
my moneys which might have been wrongly paid. To 
semedy this state of things it would be proposed that a sum 
hould be paid on the average of sessional prosecutions. 
With regard to cases tried at the assizes, the grievance 
was still greater, for there was no county officer to tax the 
costs, which were re-taxed afterwards in London. Thus, 
though the county had no control in the matter, it had to 
pay anything which might have been wrongly allowed. It 
was intended to remove this injustice to local jurisdictions. 
Artisans’ DwELLINGs. 

On the motion for going into committee on this Bill, Mr. 
CawLeEy moved that the Bill be referred to a select com- 
mittee. After some discussion the amendment was with- 
drawn and the House resolved itself into committee on the 
Bill. 

On clause 1, Mr. Cross inserted the words “and labour- 
ers” after ‘‘artisans.” The clause having been thus 
amended was agreed to. 

On clause 2, an amendment moved by Mr. Cross to in- 
sert after the word ‘‘ upwards ” in line 9, the words ‘‘ urban 
sanitary districts in Ireland, containing, according to the 
last published census, a population of 25,000,” was agreed 
to, and the clause as thus amended was ultimately agreed to. 

Progress was then reported. 

YEGIMENTAL EXCHANGES. 

This Bill was read a third time. 

March 19.—Contemet or Court. 

In answer to Mr. C. E. Lewis, Mr. Cross said—I have 
not had occasion to make further inquiriesinto the factsofCrad- 
dock’s case because, I have thismorning receivedasecond letter 
from Mr. Justice Denman, in which he says that the conversa- 
tion between the prisoners passed, not at the time of the jury 
being sworn, but after conviction, and, therefore, the con- 
tempt of court was not such ashe thought it was. I believe 
this is a case for the clemency of her Majesty, and I have 
advised her Majesty accordingly. 

Bauor Act. 

On the order for going into Committee of Supply, Sir C. 
Ditke moved for a select committee to inquire into the ex- 
isting machinery of elections, with power to suggest amend- 
ments inthe same. ‘The first point which had arisen in the 
courts turned upon thé meaning of the Act as to the filling 
up of the ballot-paper. In the Athlone case, the Irish 
judges had to consider the case of ballot-papers marked on 
the left-hand side, and they were of opinion that con- 
siderable doubt existed as to the legality of such papers. 
On the other hand, the judges of the highest court in Scot- 
land held that such papers were bad. But in the case of 
the Southport municipal election, the English commis- 
sioner, having the ruling of the Scotch judges before him, 
did not think this ruling good law, and gave an opposite 
decision, stating at the same time that he had reason to 
believe the judges of the Court of Common Pleas were of 
the same opinion. The Scotch judges Jaid great stress on 
an expression in the Act that no mark should be made 
which might lead to the identification of the voter, and 
Lord Ormidale said that a stroke would not do, and was in 
no sense a compliance with the statutory directions. 
Now, when the Ballot Act was discussed in the 
House of Commons, the right hon. gentleman (Mr. 
Forster) stated repeatedly that it was unnecessary there 
should be a cross, that any mark would do, and 
that the schedule on this point was merely directory. 
The opinion of Lord Coleridge, when Attorney-General, 
was the same as that of the Scotch judges, and entirely at 
variance with the right hon. member for Bradford, at that 
time his colleague. In Chelsea every mark from which the 
intention of the voter could be gathered was disallowed. 
On the other hand, in Hackney all marks on the right 
hand, whether above or below the line, were held good, The 
Town Clerk of Glasgow, a man of great experience, had 
stated that at the municipal elections, though knowing the 
opinion of the Scotch Court of Appeal, they acted directly 
in contradiction to it, and proceeded on the principle that 
any mark indicating the opinion of the voter ought to be 
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sufficient. The same gentleman also stated that a great 
many of the sheriffs of Seotland acted on the same principle. 
Then, as to the stamping of the papers, the official stamp was 
the only means for preventing fraud of several kinds ; but 
even a petition could not correct the error of stamping votes 
“improperly. As this stamp was the only security against 
fraud short of a petition and scrutiny, which would be 
attended with much expense, it was most desirable that 
means should be devised of checking or preventing these 
errors. In addition to these matters, there was the count- 
ing of the votes. The plan adopted in the city of London 
had no check, and, being only marked by ticks, any sort of 
fraud might be practised. He thought the mode of counting 
should be prescribed by statute. The Act was also silent 
as to the number of agents who might be present in each 
booth. The number of agents to be sent into each booth 
by each candidate, the number of presiding officers and 
ballot-boxes, should also be defined by the Legislature. At 
Leeds there was only one returning officer for each ward, 
and that plan had both its convenience and inconvenience. 
In the case of Leeds very few unstamped or badly stamped 
papers were placed in the boxes ; but the course adopted did 
not seem to be strictly in accordance with the Act, and it was 
desirable that any doubt on the point should be cleared up. 
There were boroughs in which the provisions as to illiterate 
voters had apparently been used for a party purpose. There 
was a very general concurrence of opinion that the time 
allowed by the Act to make the preparations for a contest 
was insufficient, and returning officers had been run so closely 
that in some instances a serious breakdown had been 
apprehended. Many members considered that improvement 
was possible in the form of nomination. We ought not to 
wait until 1880 without attempting to improve the 
machinery of the Act.—Mr. C Lk, Lewis, in seconding the 
motion, said that at the last Tipperary election hundreds of 
votes were pronounced bad, and at the last Galway borough 
election, out of 1,200 votes, 190 were bad. At the last 
election at Tyrone it was found that an entire set of voting 
papers at one of the booths were without the official mark 
which it was the duty of the returning officer to place on 
them, and all the votes to which they related were in 
consequence rejected, without any default on the part of 
the voters, and without any means of setting the matter 
right—Mr. W. E. Forster said that in framing the 
Ballot Bill he certainly did not intend that a vote should 
be nullified by the mere fact of the cross not being placed 
in the exact position recommended by the sheriff. With 
our present experience, he thought there would be a large 
majority, if the Act had to be passed over again, in favour 
of making no special provision for the illiterate voter.-— 
The ATTroRNEY-GENERAL admitted that it was desirable 
that an inquiry should be instituted for the purpose of 
ascertaining how improvements in the Act could be made. 
He was in a position to state, on the part of the Govern- 
ment, that they would, next year, be prepared to deal with 
the subject by way of legislation or by moving for the appoint- 
ment of a select committee, of whose inquiry legislation 
would be the result.—T'he motion was then withdrawn. 


Artisans’ DWELLINGs., 


The consideration of this Bill was resumed in committee. 

On clause 3 various amendments were moved, but they 
were withdrawn and it was agreed to. 

On clause 4, Mr. Cross moved, in lines 39 and 40, to 
leave out ‘‘to such board or vestry, who shall forth- 
with forward the same,’ and insert ‘or by such medical 
officer as is hereafter in this Act mentioned.”—The amend- 
ment was agreed to.—An amendment to reduce the number 
of ratepayers required to join in a complaint from 20 to 12, 
was also agreed to. 

On clause 5, Mr. Cross moved an amendment that 
**it may exclude any part of the area in respect 
of which an official representation is made, or 
include any neighbouring lands if the local autho- 
rity are of opinion that such exclusion is ex- 
pedient or inclusion is necessary for making their scheme 
efficient for sanitary purposes ; it may also provide for widen- 
ing apy existing approaches to the unhealthy area, or other- 
wise for opening out the same for the purposes of ventilation 
or health.”—The amendment was agreed to. —Sir S. WaTER- 
Low moved that the words ‘‘at the least” should be added 
to the provision requiring that any improvement scheme 
should provide for the accommodation ‘‘ of as many persons 
of the working classes as may be displaced.”—'I'he amend- 
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ment was agreed to.—Mr. Gonpnay (in the absence of My, 


Grecory) moved a proviso enabling an improvement scheme. 


or any part thereof to be carried out by the owner under the 
superintendence of the local authorities upon such terms ag 
they and the owner might agree upon.—The amendment wag 
agreed to. : 

Clauses 5 and 6 were agreed to, and the chairman reported 
progress. 

March 22.—Psz Ace PreseRvarion (IRELAND). 

The debate on the second reading of this Bill was ad. 
journed, 

Birts READ A First TIME, 

Mr. Saxr brought in a Bill to secure and enforce the at- 
tendance of children in elementary schools in corporate and 
non-corporate towns. g 

Mr. Cowrer brought in a Billto amend the Medical Act 
of 1858 so far as relates to the registration of women who 
have taken the degree of Doctor of Medicine in a foreign 
University. 

March 23.—Prace Preservation (IRELAND). 

This Bill was read a second time. 


BILLs READ A FIRST TIME. 

Mr. Norwoop brought in a Bill to provide for the 
marking of amaximum load-line on British ships and for 
other purposes. We 

Mr, Locke brought in a Bill to amend the constitution, 
practice, and procedure of the courts of the Island of 
Jersey. 

Municrpan Corrorations (IRELAND). 

Mr. Burr moved the second reading of this Bill, but the 

debate was adjourned. 





Leqal Ltents. 


The Lord Chief Baron, who is staying at Dawlish, is 
still unwell, but it is hoped that he will be able to take his. 
seat on the bench at Devizes next week. 


Mr. Henry Warwick Cole, Q.C., judge of the Birming- 
ham County Court, has been elected an honorary member 
of the Birmingham Law Students’ Society. 


It is said that it is proposed to establish a higlt court for 
the Punjab, after the model of the tribunals already existing, 
at the three presidency towns and at Allahabad. Hitherto 
the principal judicial authority at Lahore has been a chief 
court, deriving its powers from an Act of the Legislative 
Council of India. 


A New Zealand Journal reports that Sir Charles St, 
Julian, the first and last Chief Justice of the late Kingdom 
of Fiji, expired at his residence, Vadratau, on Thursday, the 
26th of December, after a protracted and painful illness, The 
deceased was for many years the chief law reporter of the 
Sydney Morning Herald. 


Henry G. Freeman, a distinguished member of the 
Pennsylvania bar, died in Philadelphia recently in the 
eighty-sixth year of his age. He was admitted to the 
practice of the legal profession in the year 1809, and was 
at the time of his decease the oldest member of the Phila- 
delphia bar, excepting Horaee Binney. 


The select committee of the House of Commons appointe d 
to inquire into the best means of improving the system of 
framing Acts of Parliament, met on Tuesday for the 
first time, and chose Mr. Walpole as chairman. The com- 
mittee will meet for business after the Easter recess. It is, 
believed that Sir Erskine May will be the first witness. 


It is a matter of general comment, says the Albany Law 
Journal, that Mr. Traey’s opening address in the Tilton- 
Beecher case was a written docament and was read to the 
jary from the manuscript. This is regarded as an innova- 
tion and an evidence that forensic oratory is on the de- 
cline ; and it is said that speakers now address themselves, 
not to those who are present and hear, bat to those who 
are absent and read. 


The following presidents of country Jaw societies have 
been elected as extraordinary members of the Incor- 
porated Law Society :—Mr. E. Bond, Leeds; Mr, H. H. 
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Barne, Bath ; Mr. A. Cox, Bristol ; Mr. J. Daw, Exeter ; 
Mr. W. H. Guest, Manchester; Mr. G. J. Johnson, 
Birmingham ; Mr. T. E. Paget, Liverpool ; Mr. J. Sharp, 
Lancaster ; Mr. L. W. Winterbotham, Stroud, Gloucester- 
The Calcutta correspondent of the Times says that the 
whole correspondence which passe i between the Government 
and Sir Lewis Pelly on the subject of the supply of funds 
for the defence of the Guicowar of Baroda has beeu published 
in the Gazette of India. It appears that Messrs. Jetferson 
and Payne, the solicitors for tne defence, asked for a sum of 
£98,970 as a portion of their costs, This estimate the 
Government considered to be excessive. The svlicitors 
thereupon telegraphed to the Viceroy undertaking, in the 
event of the money being paid, to account for everything ex- 
nded. The Government, however, after consultation with 
its legal advisers at Bombay, declined to make this 
advance, but agreed to guarantee Serjeant Ballantine's fees 
and all reasonable expenses, pointing out, at the same time, 
that the fees it paid its own counsel were less than those re- 
uired by the counsel for the defence. The action of the 
Government in this matter has been much discussed and 
ublic opinion is divided on the subject. On the one hand, 
it is argued that, as trustee of the Baroda Siate, the Govern- 
ment has gone as far as it could go in agreeing. to provide 
all reasonable expenses. On the other hand, it is said, and 
not without considerable force, that the solicitors for the 
prosecution are not the proper judges of the reasonableness 
of the costs incurred by the defence; that the fact of the 
Government counsel agreeing to accept a certain fee ought not 
to preclude the accused from retaining the counsel whom he 
wants because that counsel happens to set a higher price 
upon his services, and that nothing will induce the natives 
to believe that the economy is due to a wish to spare the 
Baroda Treasury and not to a desire to procure a conviction 
by unfair means. 
* Atthe sitting of the Huddersfield County Court yesterday 
week there was a large attendance of advocates, and of the 
general public. After Mr. Serjeant Atkinson had taken his 
seat, Mr. John Sykes, addressing his honour, said he 
wished, on behalf of his professional brethren, to express to 
him the regret with which they had heard of the Lord 
Chancellor’s decision to sever him from that court and send 
him to the vacant judgeship of the county court at Leeds ; 
also to express their satisfaction at the agreeableness which 
had ever characterized the discharge of his duties in that 
court. The duties of that high office had been discharged 
in a manner that had given the greatest satisfaction, not 
only to the professional gentlemen who practised there, but 
to the suitors generally, and they owed his honour a debt of 
atitude which they wished through him (Mr. Sykes) 





‘humbly to acknowledge. ‘To the younger members of the 
* profession, and the law students, his honour had given great 


encouragement, by offering prizes and tendering counsel to 
spur them on in the profession for which they were studying ; 
and they were wishful through him to express their sense of 
gratitude. He was sure it gave all his professional brethren 
~~ pleasure to be present that day to wish his honour 
ealth and strength long to live, to carry out his duties in the 
high and honourable office to which the Lord Chancellor had 
appointed him.—Mr. F. R. Jones (registrar), on hisown behalf, 
and on behalf of the officers of the court, cordially agreed in 
the observations made by Mr. Sykes. No one regretted his 
honour’s retirement more than he (Mr. Jones) did; and 
he had personally to thank him for many kindnesses, 
and for the courtesy which had always been his character- 
istic when in attendance at that court. He wished he 
might long live to enjoy his new appointment.—His hon- 
our said he scarcely required any studied expression of the 
Srateful feelings by which he was animated for the kind 
manner in which he had been spoken of by the assembled 
bar. Labour at that court had been, with him, a work of 
love; and he had been greatly aided in the discharge of 
his duties—duties sometimes very trying—by a body of 
gentlemen between whom and himself there had never 
been .antything but the best good feeling. The Lord 
Chancellor had removed him from that court to the 
metropolis of that great and important district ; and hee 
was pleased to know that his labours would be joined to 
those of a gentleman (Mr. Daniel, Q.C.) of large experience 
And well-established reputation. Thanking the bar most 
warmly for the kindness with which they had received 








him in the first instance, and for the pleasing manner in 
which the members of the bar, the learned registrar and 
his officers had conducted the business of the court, and 
now had honoured him, he would respectfally take his leave. 
—The business of the court was then proceeded with. 








Court Papers. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Notice. 


During the Easter Vacation :—All applications to the 
Court of Chancery which are of an urgent nature, are to 
be made to the Master of tae Rolls for the Vice-Chancel- 
lor Sir Charles Hall. 

All applications ex parte are to be sent to the Master of 
the Rolls, accompanied with the brief of counsel, a copy 
of the bill, a certificate of bill filed, and office copies of 
the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a 
minate in duplicate, on separate sheets of paper, sigaed 
by counsel, of the order he may consider the applicant 
entitled to, and an envelope capable of receiving the 
papers, with sufficient stamps affixed thereon, and ad- 
dressed as follows: “ To the Registrar in Vacation, Chan- 
cery Registrar's Office, Chancery-lane, London, W.C.,” and 
also a stamped envelope (addressed to the solicitor), to con- 
tain one of such minutes. 

The papers sent to the Master of the Rolls will, when 
an order is not made thereon, be returned to the solicitor ; 
when an order is made thereon one copy of the minute of 
the order will be sent to the solicitor, and the other papers 
will be sent to the registrar. 

All applications for leave t2 give notice of motion only, 
may be made tothe chief clerk of the Vice-Chancellor 
Hall at chambers. i 

The Master of the Rolls’ address can be obtained on 
application at the Vice-Chancellor Hall’s chambers, No. 
14, Chancery-lane. 

The chambers of the Vice-Chancellor Sir Charles Hall 
will be open Wednesday the 31st of March, Thursday the 
1st of April, and Friday the 2nd of April, 1875, from 11 
to 1 o'clock. 

Vice-Chancellor Hall’s Chambers, 14, Chan- 

cery-lane, March, 1875. 


— 


PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS ACT, 1868. 
ADDITIONAL GENERAL RvuLes 


Made by the Judges for the time being for the Trial of Elec- 
tion Petitions in England, pursuant to “The Parliamen- 
tary Elections Act, 1868,” for the more effectual execution 
of the said Act. 

1. A copy of every order (other than an order giving fur- 
ther time for delivering particulars, or for costs only), or, if 
the master shall so direct, the order itself or a duplicate 
thereof, also a copy of every particular delivered, shall 
be forthwith filed with the master, and the same shall be 
produced at the trial by the registrar, stamped with the 
official seal. Such order and particular respectively shall 
be filed by the party obtaining the same. 

2. The petitioner or his agent shall, immediately after 
notice of the presentation of a petition and of the nature of 
the proposed security shall have been served, file with the 
master an atlfidavit of the time and manner of service 
thereof. 

8. The days mentioned in rules7 and 8, and in any rule 
of court or judge's order, whereby particulars are ordered te 
be delivered, or any act is directed to be done, so man 
days before the day appointed for trial, shall be reckone 
exclusively of the day of delivery, or of doing the act 
ordered and the day appointed for trial, and exclusively also 
of Sunday, Christmas-day, Good Friday, and any day set 
apart for a public fast or public thanksgiving. 

4. When the last day for presenting petitions, or filing 
lists of votes or objections, under rules 7 and 8, or recogni- 
zances, or any other matter required to be filed within a given 
time, shall happen to fall on a holiday, the petition or other 
matter shall be deemed duly filed if put into the letter-box 
at the master’s office at any time during such day; but an 
affidavit, stating with reasonable precision the time when 
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such delivery was made, shall be filed on the first day after 
the expiration of the holidays. 

5. Rule 40 is hereby revoked, and in lieu thereof it is 
ordered that the amount to be paid to any witness whose 
expenses shall be allowed by the judge shall be ascertained 
and certified by the registrar; or in the event of his becom- 
ing incapacitated from giving such certificate, by the 
judge. 

6. After receiving notice of the petitioner's intention to 
apply for leave to withdraw, or of the respondent’s intention 
not to oppose, or of the abatement of the petition by death, 
or of the happening of any of the events mentioned in the 
38th section of the Act, if such notice be received after notice 
of tria] shali have been given, and before the trial has com- 
menced, the master shall forthwith countermand the notice 
of trial. The countermand shall be given in the same 
manner, as near a8 may be, as the notice of trial. 

Dated the 27th day of January, 1875. 
G. Picorr. 
Rozert Lvsu. 
GrorcE E. HonyMan. 
Judges for the time being on the rota for the 
trial of election petitions in England. 


MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS ACT, 1872. 
AppITIoNAL GENERAL RULES 
Made by the Judges for the time being for the Trial of 

Election Petitions in England, for the more effectual 

execution of “The Corrupt Practices (Municipal Elec- 

tions) Act, 1872,” 

1, Acopy of every order (other than an order giving 
further time for delivering particulars, or for costs only), 
or, if-the master shall so direct, the order iteelf or a dupli- 
cate thereor, also a copy of every particular delivered, shall 
be forthwith filed with the master, and the same shall be 
produced at the trial by the registrar, stamped with the 
official seal. Such order and particular respectively shall be 
filed by the party obtaining the same. 

2. The petitioner or his agent shall, immediately after 
notice of the presentation of a petition and of the nature of 
the proposed security shall have been served, file with the 
master an affidavit of the time and manner of service 

hereof. 

8. The days mentioned in rules 7 and 8, and in any rale 
of court or judge’s order, whereby particulars are ordered to 
be delivered, or any act is directed to be done, so many days 
before the day appointed for trial, shall be reckoned 
exclusively of the day of delivery, or of doing the act 
ordered and the day appointed for tria], and exclusively 
also of Sunday, Christmas-day, Good Friday, and any day 
set apart for a public fast or public thanksgiving. 

4. When the last day for presenting petitions, or filing 
lists of votes or objections, under rules 7 and 8, or recogni- 
zances, or any other matter required to be filed within a 
given time, shall happen to fall on a holiday, the petition or 
other matter shall be deemed duly filed if put into the 
letter-box of the master’s office at any time during such 
day; butan affidavit, stating with reasonable precision the 
time when such delivery was made, shall be filed on the first 
day after the expiration of the holidays. 

5. Rule 40 is hereby revoked, and in lieu thereof it is 
ordered that the amount to be paid to any witness whose 
expenses shall be allowed by the barrister trying the petition 
shall be ascertuined and certified by the registrar; or in 
the event of his becoming incapacitated from giving such 
certificate, by the barrister, 

6. After receiving notice of the petitioner's intention to 
apply for leave to withdraw, or of the respondent’s inten- 
tion not to oppose, or of the abatement of the petition by 
death, or of the happening of any of the events mentioned 
in the 18th section of the Act, if such notice be received 
after notice of trial shall have been given, and before the 
trial has commenced, the master shall forthwith counter- 
mand the notice of trial. The countermand shall be given 
in the same manner, as near as may be, as the notice of trial. 

7. If all the respondents shall give notice of their inten- 
tion not to oppose the petition, and no other person shall be 
admitted as a respondent, the Court of Common Pleag or a 
judge may either declare the election void or direct the trial 
to proceed. Notice of such order shall be forthwith given 





by the master to the town clerk, and if the election be | 


declared void the office shall be deemed to be vacant from 


! 
‘ 


a 
the first day (not being a dies non) after the date of such 
order, 

The court or judge may also make such order as to costs 

as muy be just. 
Dated the 27th day of January, 1875. 
G. Picorr. 
Rosert Lusx, 
Georcez E. Hoyymay, 
Judges for the time being on the rota for the 
trial of election petitions in Englaud, 








PUBLIC COMPANIES, 


RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Quoration, Mar, 26, 1875. 


|Paid.|Closing Price, 
ae eS 





Stock Bristol and 
Stock!Caledonian . ovcbaens 
Stock| Glasgow and South-Western... eveser| 100 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock seorsessesessss.se) 100 
Stock Great Northern .....scseseeseees | 
Stock! ae | 
Stock!Great Southern and W: 

Stock,|Great Western—Original..,. 

Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire . 

Stock London, Brighton, and South C 

Stock London, Chatham, and Dover.... 

Stock London and North-Western . 

Stock London and South Western..... 

Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 

Stock Metropolitan 
Stock! Do., District ..scosccssecserseree 
Stock  Midland.........+ eee0 
Stock North British 
Stock North Eastern 
Stock: North London in 
Stock North Staffordshire .........esecceseerees 

Stock South Devon “on 

StOCK SOutH-EAStern .rercerseessececee-ceseesseeserseressee-ce| 100 
































$$$ . eS 


* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 


Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENC2. 

The home railway market was, generally speaking, 
steady up to Wednesday evening, but on Monday there 
was a fall, consequent on the publication of the traffic 
returns of the southern lines. Business has been re 
stricted in the foreign market, and prices have fallen, 
Consols closed on Wednesday 93 for money, and for the 
account 93 to }. 








BIRTH. 
GoopMan—March 20, at 5, Middleton-road, Camden-road, 


the wife of W. Meigh Goodman, barrister-at-law, of @ son | 


DEATH. 
SworpER—March 20, Thomas Sworder, of Hertford, solicitor 
aged 65. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 
Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Faipar, March 19, 1875, 

Limirep In CHANCERY. 

Battersea Foundry and Horse Shie Works, Limited.—Creditors are 
required, on or before April 22, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their deots or claims, to Frederick Whinney, 
Old Jewry. Monday, May 3, at 1, is appointed for hearing and ad- 
Judicating upon the debts and claims. 

East Liangynog Lead Mining Company, Limited.—Patition for winding 
up, presented March 15, directed to be heard bstore the M.R. on the 
firet petition day in Easter term. Green and Pridhaw, Bedford row, 
solicitors for the petitioner. : 

Genera) South American Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented March 18, directed to be heard before V.C. Malias on 
April 16, Abrahams and Koffey, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petl- 
tioner, 

Great National Fire Insurance Company, Limited.— Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented March 15, directed to be heard before V.C. Malias 
on April 16. Silberberg, Cornhill, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Heckmondwike Ironworks Company, Limited.—By an order mads by 
V.C. Malins, dated March 12, it was ordered that the volantary 
winding up of the above company be continued, Edwards and 0, 
Ely place, agents for Curry, Cleckheaton, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Torspav, March 23, 1875, 
Limirep in CHanceny, 

Aldershot Brick and Tile Works Company, Limited.—By an order made 
by the M.R., dated March 13, it was ordered that theabove company 
be wound up. Fox, Shancery lans, agent for Witt and Kemp- Welch, 
Poole, solicitors for tne petitioner, 
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Coal Economizing Gas Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
Hall, dated March 12, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up 
of the above company be continued. Wilkins and Blyth, St Swithin’s 
Jane, solicitors for the petitioner. 
n and Paris Hotel Company, Gimited.—By an order made by 
V.C, Malins, dated March 12, it was ordered that the above eompany 
be wound up. Carr aud Co, Basinghall s:, solicitors for the peti- 
tioners. 





Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Faipay, March 19, 1875. 
Baker, Louisa, Mcreland villas, Highbury hill park, Holloway. April 
15. Simons v Anson, V.C. Hall. Tatham, Queen Victoria st 
Barton, John, Duffield, Derby. April 19. Ciarke v Porter, M.R. 
Bass and cas ang agp ae ogl . 
Berry. William, Chancery lane. April 15. Tillman v Berry, Y.C. 
‘Mulins. Campbell, Warwick st, Regent st 
Bone, Joseph, Burcot, Buckingham, Sheep Dealer, Aprill5. Adams 
y Bone, V.C. Malins, Willis, Leighton Buzzard 
Brown, Charles Gallimore, Bilston, Stafford, Gens. April 15. Brown v 
Dixon, V.C. Malins. Clark, Willenhall 
Eames, Thomas Minson, High st, Bloomsbury, Baker. April 19. 
Eames v Skivner, M.R. Hcdgson, Salisbury st, Strand 
Pidsley, Richard Hayward, Exeter, Auctioneer. April20. Kingdon v 
Pidsley, V.C. Hall. Friend, Exeter 
Rose, George Frederick, North bank, St John’s wood. April 15. 
Felstead v Giay, V.C. Malins. Raven and Hare, Harcourt buildings, 


Temple 

Ryder: Samuel, Lincoln, Fisherman. Aprill5. Ryder v Elliott, V.C. 
Malins. Wintringham, Great Grimsby 

Southern, George William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Inspector of Mines. 
April12, Southern v Armstrong, V.C. Malins. Brown, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 

Williams, Rev George, Badgwortb, Gloucester. April 15, Hoole v 
Haig, V.C. Hall. Kearscy and Parsons, Stroud 

TuxsDay, March 23, 1875. 

Cartwright, Job, Brierley hill, Stafford, Coalmaster. April 17. Cart- 
wright v Walker, V.C. Hall. Bernard, Stourbridge 

Cooke, Allan, Bristol. April 30. Cooke v Whish, V.C. Hall. Brough- 
ton, Great Marlborough st 

Coulthard, George, Lanercost Abbey, Cumberland. April 23, Baty v 
Coulthard, M.R. Carrick, Brampton 

Glossop (otherwise Harris), Augustus, Bedford place, Russell square, 
Stage Manager. April30. Glossop v Semple, V.C. Hall. Pearpoint, 
Leicester square 

Mitchell, Thomas, Gore rd, Victoria park, Soap Maker, April 17, 
Sherborne v Watts, V.C. Malins. Seymour, Little Tower st 

Spurr, George, Skirbeck, Lincoln, Druggist, May 1. Spurr v Spurr, 
V.C. Hall. Sherrard, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Whitwell, Thomas Britton, Gate Helmsley, York, Farmer. Kirby v 
Kirby, V.C. Malins. Peters, York 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, March 19, 1875. 

Pered, Fulke Tovey, Bristol, Public Accountant. June 1. 
Bristo: 

Blackburn, David, York, Bridlington Quay, Gent. May 1. Richard- 
son, Bridlington 

Bradley, Hannah, Witton, Cheshire. March 27, 
Northwich 

Brown, John, Geddington, Northampton, Farmer, April 13. 
Kettering 

Buckeridge, Rev Alfred, Exeter. May 28. Campion, Exeter 

Covey, Rev Charles, Alderton Rectory, Gloucester, Juiy 1. Simcox, 
Birmingham 

Creswell, Edward Benjamin, Exeter, Devon, Gent. June 15. 
Gray’s inn place, Gray’s ion 

Davison, Joseph, Sandy, Bedford, Butcher. May 4. Smith, Sandy 

Deacon, Rev James Parlett, Norwich. May 1. Atkinson, Norwich 

Dunsford, James, Exeter, Coal Merchant. May 28. Campion, Exeter 

Ellis, George, Croydon, Surrey, Gent. April 30. Rutherford and Son, 
Gracechurch st 

Fielding, Samuel, Middleton, near Manchester. June 24. Cobbett 
and Co, Manchester 

«* Robert, Endon, Stafford, Brewers’ Agent. April 26. Tennant, 

anley 

Grainger, George, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Grocer. April 30. 
Simey, Sunderian 

Gray, John, Gloucester rd, Regent’s park, Solicitor to H. M. Treasury, 
May 20. Crowdy and Son, Farringdon 

Grffiiths, Joseph, Wylde green, near Birmingham, Jew eller. April 26, 

‘« Williams, Birmingham 

Mems, Benjamin, Salisbury rd, Dalston. 
Budge row, Cannon st 

Hinton, Edward, Bristol, Gent. May 1. 


Livett, 


Green and Dixon, 
Lamb, 


Fryer, 


April 30. Jacobs and Co, 


Osborne, Bristol 


Hope, William, Warfield, Berks, Licensed Victualler, April 26. 
‘arrer and Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Hugonin, Francis James, Trentham, Torquay, Devon, Esq. April 30. 


Turner, Jermyn st 

Kingsnorth, John, Folkestone, Kent, Esq, Junel, Tassell ani Son. 
Faversham 

Leveau, Abraham, London st, Fenchurch st, Merchant, April 30. 
Jackson and Co, Chancery lane 

» Francis Sophia, Kilmington, Somerset. May 1. Wakeman and 
k, Warminster 

Manser, Ann, Five Oake green, Capel, Kent, Grocer. May}. Sten- 
ning, Tunbridge 

Medlock, Henry, Charles st, St James's square, Doctor of Philosophy. 
April 30. Keays, Charles st, St James’s square 

——\ Folins Theodore, Denmark hill, Esq. May 1. Howard, Old 

road s\ 
Paul, John William Henry, Liverpool, Cabinet Maker. April 20, 
Hatton, Strand 


Quince, Henry, Godmanchester, Huntingdon,Gent. Apzill0. Hunny- 
bun and Son, Humingdon 
Riggall, Fred, Great Charlotte st, Blackfriars, Draper. April 19. Fore- 
man and Cooper. Gresham st 
Sclatter, George, West Hartlepool, Durham, May 6. Hodgson and Co 
West Hartlepool 
Shelt«n, Needham, Leicester, Butcher. June l. Stone and Billson, 
Leicester 
Smith, Henry, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Solicitor. May 15. Phillips, 
Wolverhampton 
Smith, Miles, Approach rd, Victoria park, Colourman. April 24, 
Arthur Tayler, Cardington st, Euston rd 
= Sa. West Hardepool, Durham, Gent. April24. Todd, 
artle; 
Spencer, Henry, Derby, Grocer. May 1. Moody, Derby 
Stennings, Mary, Loraine place, Holloway. April 30, Mead and Son, 
Jermyn st, St James’s 
Todd, John, Manchester, Esq. April 30. Welsh, Manchester 
Tomkinson, Thomas, Bath, Ksq. April 26. Farrer and Co, Lincoln's 
inn fields 
Warnhpm, William, Misterton, 
Baxter, Lutterworth . 


Leicester. May 19. Watson aad 


Watson, Robert, Phillimore gardens, Kensington, Solicitor. May 1. 
Watson and Sons, Bouverie st, Fleet st 

White, Elizabeth Toby, Portland, Dorset, April24. Steggall and 
Hooper, Melcombe Regis 

Wigan, Alfred, Heatherden, Bucks, Esq, May 18. Maples aniCo, 
Frederick’s place, Old Jewry 

Wormald, George Frederick, Normanby, Yors, Gent, April 15. 


Watson and Whitehead, Pickering 
Youlden, William, Exeter, Butcher. May 28. Camp ion, Exeter 


Tuespay, March 16, 1875. 


Arthur, Francis Reuben, Southampton, Esq. June 24. Coxwell and 
Co, Southampton 

Baker, Charlotte, Fenton, Stafford. 
under-Lyme 


June 24. Coopers, Newcastle- 


Boyd, Jean Charlotte, Colville terrace east, Bayswater. May 1. 
Danger and Cartwright, Bristol 
Bull, Elizabeth, Goldingtou crescent, St Pancras. May 1. Dale, 


July 1. Simcox, Birming- 


May 25. Morris 
Apri 30, Paddison and 


May 28. Hobbes 


Thomas Fox, Lower 


Burch, William Page, University st, Gower st, Commercial Traveller. 
Dover 
Cory, Frederick, Fenchurch st, Gent. April 20. Busby, Mark lane 
Covey, Rev Charlies, Alierton, Gloucester. 
fisher, Esther Jopson, Brighton, Sussex. 
and Co, Stratford-on-Avon 
Hay, Alexander John, Steyning, Sussex, Solicitor. 
Chamberlayne place, \ewtown, Southampton 
North 


Furnival’s inn, Holborn 
April 30. Presswell, Old Jewry 

Bussey, Wiliiam, Dover, Kent, Coal Marchant. April 24. Stillwell, 

Chamberlaine, Gorle, Battenhall, Worcester, Gent. May 17. Pidcock 
and Son, Worcester 

Cousens, Richard Thomas, Palace gardens, Kensington, Esq. May 15. 
West and King, Cannon st 

am 

Ellis, Charles, Llandaff, Glamorgan. 
Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Goodman, William, Barford, Warwick, Yeoman. 

Hardman, John, Liverpool, Commission Merthant. April30. Bateson 
and Co, Liverpool 

Junel. Langham, 

jun, Uckfield 

Hinves, William, Southampton, Gent. May 5. 

Hiscoe, John, Harrogate, York, Cloth Finisher. 
and Sons, Leeds 


Holyoak, Jonathan, Northleach, Gloucester, Tailor. May 10. Stiles, 
Northleach 

James, William, Charlton, Henbury, Gloucester, Yeoman, May lt, 
Danger and Cartwright, Bristol 

Norton, Hillary, Kingston-upon-Hull, Gent. May6, England and 
Co, Hull 

Perkins, Mary, Cowbridge, Glamorgan. April 20. Rees, Cowbridge 

Powell, Elizabeth, Liverpool. April i4. Teebay and Lynch, Liverpool 

Rawley, Samuel Thomas, High st, Notting hill, Ltaliaa Warenousemaa. 


Juns 20. 


May 15. West and King, Cannon st 

Richmond, Thomas, Windermere, Westmorland, Esq. April 30. Far- 
rer and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Sheepshanks, Rev Thomas, Campden hill rd, Kensington. May 31, 


Boodle and Partington, Davies st, Berkeley square 

Smith, Hugh Fraser, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Music Hall Proprietor. 
May 23. Hodge and Harle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Spinks, Jane, North Shields, Northumberland. April 15, Tinley and 
Co, North Shields 

Walsh, John, Golden lane, Shopkeeper. June l. Kynaston and Gasquet, 

ueen st 

Wood, George, South Shields, Durham, Druggist. April 15. Tinley 
and Co, North Shicids 

Wright, James, Barwell, Leicester, Farmer. May 11. Preston, Hinckley 


Bankrupts. 
Farpar, March 19, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to ths Registrar. 
Yo Surrender in London. 
Elphinstone, John, Manor place, Holloway, Wine Merchant. Pet March 
15, Spring-Rice. April 8 at i2 
Jonos, Arthur Stephen John Warren, and Julia Mary Jones, Abingdon 
villas, Kensington, School Proprietors. Pet March 17. Spring-Rice. 


April7 at il 4 " 
Roberts, William, Edgware rd, Tailor. Pet March 17, Sprin g-Rice. 


April $5 at tl : 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Cresswell, Robert Henry, Walton-on-the-Naze, Essex, Jobmaster. Pe t 
March 10. Barnes. Colchester, April i4 at 12 
Davies, Thomas, Carnogur, Glamorgan. Pet March 17, 
Cardiff, Aprii 7 at 12.30 
De Bussche, Edward Munster, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Steam Silp Owa er. 


Langley. 





Peacock, Mary, Upper Bath place, Dalston, May 1, Harris, Bishops. 
gate churchyard 


Pet March 13, Blake. Newport, April 7 at 2 
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‘Harvey, Rev Thomas Cowell, Torquay, Devon. Pet March 16. Daw. 
Exeter, April 1 atl 
Roberts, Thomas, Brynmawr, Brecon, Hotel Keeper. 
Shephard. Tredegar, April 3 at 10 
Thompson, James, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire, Brash Maker. Pet 


March 17. Hall. Ashton-under-Lyne, April | at ll 


Toespvay, March 23, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


A)'Callaghan, Hon William Frederick Ormonde, Old Burlington st, M.P. 


Pet March 18. Spring-Rice. April 15 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 


Armstrong, Christopher Eskucke, Sunderland, Durham, Metal Broker. 


Pet March 18. Ellis. Sunderland, April 5 at 12 


Aarter, John, and Charles Molburt, Liverpool, Woollen Drapers. Pet 








March 20. Watson. Liverpool, April 8 at 2 
Craik, Al der, Tw th, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Blacksmith. Pet 
March 19. Mortimer. Newcastle, April 3 at 12 


Dewsbury, Charles, Manchester, Tea Dealer. 
Manchester, April 9 at 9.30 


son, Liverpool, April 5 at 2 

Potts, Alfced, Brainhall, Stockport. Cheshire, Yeast Dealer. 
March 15. Hyde. Stockport. April5 at 11 
ls. 


Langley. Cardiff, April 7 at 12 30 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Ferpar, March 19, 1875. 


Homfray, Charles Gould Morgan, Caerleon, nr Newport, Monmouth. 


March J6 
Tvespay, March 23, 1875. 


ee William Austin, Mzlton Mowbray, Leicsstershire, Grocer. 


arch 17 


i John, Tottenham et, Tottenham court rd, Beershop Keeper. 
12 


Mare . 
Tooth, Alfred, St Thomasst, Southwark, Merchant; March 19 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Feipay, March 19, 1875, 
‘Allen, John, Liverpool, Tailor. 
st, Liverpvol 
Anderson, Alexander. Cheapside, Win? Merchant. 
offices of Parker and Co, St Paul’s churchyard 


Hotel, Canterbury. Delasaux, Canterbury 

Baynes, Richard, Blackburn. Lancashire, Cotton Manufacturer, 
5 at 3 at offices of Leigh, Brown st, Manchester 

Biden, William James, Bristol, Currier. 
Williams, Bristol chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol 


Bowering, James, Briégewater. Scmerset, Grocer. March 30 at 3 at 


office: of Chapman, King *q, Bridgewater 
Boyce, William, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Grocer. March 25 at 1 at offices 
of Collins, jun, Bioid st, Bristol. Bramble, Bristol 
Bradley, Bryan Watson, Leeds, Cloth Mannfacturer. 
offices of Pullan, Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 


at offices of Fax cett and Co, Stockton-on-Tees 
--Campbell, Edward. Ore, Sussex, Bricklayer. 
of Jones, Harold place, Hastings 
Chadwick, John, Leeds, Cord Maker. 
wick, Boar Jane, Leeds 
Chambers, Thomas William, Bury, Lancashire, Boot Maker. April 5 at 
3 at offices of Anderton, Garden st, Bury 


-Cherlesworth, John, Heckmondwike, Fishmonger. April 2 at 10 at 


offices of Wooler, Exchange buildings, Batley 
Clark, James, Guildford rd, South Lambeth, Merchant’s Clerk. April 
2 at 3.20 at 2, Sugar Loaf court, Leadenhall st. Kebbell, Fen- 
church et 
Coslett, Thomas Benton, Liverpool, Butcher. April 2 at 3 at offices of 
B ackhurst, Dale st, Liverpoul 
Cotter, Susan, and Marie Louise Mestral. Leamington Priors, 
Warwick, Schcolmistresses. April‘l at 11 at offices of Field, Warwick 
st, Leamington Priors 
ox, William, Nottincham, Carpenter. April 5 at 12 at offices of Belk, 
Midd'e pavement, Nottingham 
- Croach, Alfred, Kingston-upon-Hull, Architect. April 2 at 2 at the 
Black Lion Hotel. Bridlington. Hearfield, Hull 
Curwen, Rev Alfred Francis, Warrington, Cumberland. April 5 at 1 at 
the Globe Hotel, Duke st, Whitehaven. Milbarn, Workington 
Davies. Henry Wright, Newexstle-vpon-Tyne, Bookseller. March 30 
at 11 at offices of Hopper, Grainger sr, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
. Davis, John, Birmingham, Factor. April2 at 10.30 at the Queen's 
Hote!, New st, Birmingham. Davies, Birmingham 
Dean, John Richard, Strand, Bootmaker. April 8 at 11 at the Bedford 
Hotel, Maiden lane. Bu'ton and C», Henrietta st, Covent garden 
Dewdney, Charles Halstead, Carshalton, Surrey, Grocer. April 5 at lt 
at offices of Marsden and Son, Qieen st, Cheapside 
Dolphin, Job, Bilston, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. April 3 at 12 at 
the Pipe Hall Hotel, Bilston. Bowen, Bilston 
Eardley, James, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. 
— 27 at 12 at the Cocpers’ Arms Inn, Copeland st, Stoke-upon- 
rent 
Eden, Henry, Warwick, Baker. April 3 at 3 at the Bath Hotel, Bath 
st, Leamington Priors. Simmons, birmingham 
Elliott, Rowland Angelo, Alfreton, Derby, out of business. April 6 at 
12 at offices of Redhead, Southampton st. Bloomsbarv. Moody, Derby 
English, William Wowlgar, Shoreham, Su-sex, Coal Merchant. March 
30 at 12 at offices of Webb, Union st, Ship st, Brighton 
Ennis, Kate, Southsea, Hants, Schoolmistress. April 2at Il at offices 
of Chamberlain and 80n, Norfolk st, Southsea 
Evans, Martha, Cheltenbam, Gloucester, Lieensed Victualler. March 
29 at 12 at offices of Potter, North parade, Cheltenham 
Freney, William, Liverpool, Game Dealer. April 5 at 3 at offices of 
Ritson, Date st, Liverpool 
Frisby, James Edward, Alverstoke, Hante, Tailor, 


April 5 at 10 at 
offices of Blake, High st, Gusport " 


Pet March 16. 


Pet March 20. Kay. 
Hopkins, Kobert, Liveroool, Brush Manufacturer. Pet March 20. Wat- 


Pet 
Treharne, Treharne, Ozmore Valley, Glamorgan, Grocer. Pet March 


April 8 at 2 at offices of Hughes, Lord 
April 2 at 2 at 
Bates, William, Canterbury, Builder. April 5at lat the Fleur-de-lis 
April 
April 3 at 11 at offices of 


March 30 at 3 at 
Brady, James, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham. Upholsterer. April 1 at 3 
March 30 at 12 at offices 
March 31 at 3 at offices of Hard- 


| 





Gill, George, Kaottingley, Ygrk, Wheelwright, March 31 at 3 at the 
Manor House Inn, WestZate, Wakefield. Stocks and Nettleton, 
Wakefield 

Goddard, James, Oxford, Publican. 
High st, Oxford 

Gorman, Thomas, L'verpool!, Provision Merchant. March 31 at3 at 
offices of Teebay and Lynch, swecting st, Castle st, Liverpool 

Gray, James, Hertford cottages, Hertford rd, Kingsland, Carman, 
April 8 at 3 at offices of Holloway, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington. Fentog 

Griffin, Amog, Derby, Builder. April 8 at 3 at offices of Gretton, Corn 
market, Derby 

Hall, John, Blackpool, Lancashire, Brickmaker. April 2 at 2 at offices 
of Edelston, Winckley st, Preston 

Harris, Eli, Moseley rd, Warwick, Tea Dealer. April 1 at 1l at offices 
of Eaden, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Head, Edward, Wine Office court, Fleet st, Publisher, March 27 at i2a¢ 
offices of Finch, Clifford’s inn, Fleet st 

Hulbert, Henry, Old Kent rd, Leather Dresser. March 27 at 11 at the 
Swan Tavern, Great Dover st, Borough, Bilton, Renfrew rd, Ken. 
nington lane 

Hurlstone, William Henry, Preston, Lancashire, Beush Manufacturer, 
March 31 at 2 at offices of Cunliffe and Watson, Winckley st, Preston 

Hurst, James, Great Lever, Lancashire, Joiner. April 5 at3 at offices 
of Grundy, Oxford st, Bolton 

Jones, Henry, and Robert Jones, Stafford. Shoe Manufacturers. April 
5 at 12 at offices of Greatrex, Bank chambers, Stafford 

Keefe, Cornelius, Newoort, Monmouth, Grocer. April 2 at 12 a 
offices of Batchelor, Skinner st, Newport 

Lashmar, John Henry. Redhiil, Surrey, Bootmaker. April 3 at 12 at 
offices of Wade, Clifford’s inn 

Leftly, Leon, Sidney st. Mile End, General Outfitter. April 9 at 12 at 
offices of Montagu, Bucklersbury 

Lewis, Henry, Birmingham, Butcher. March 29 at 2 at offices of 
Stratton and Co, Newhall st, Birmingham. Maunder 

Lloyd, Thomas, Tredegar, Menmouth, Boot Maker. April 5 at2 at 
offices of Nunneley, Whitson chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol 


March 31 at 11 at offices of Drace, 


March 3lat 3 at offices of 


Lloyd, Thomas, Carmarthen, Innkeeper. April 2 at 10.30 at offices of 
Evans, Carmarthen 
Morris, Harrington st, Liverpool 
Lund, Laurentius Andreas Waldemar, Chandos st, Strand. Jeweller, 
son, Gresham House, Old Broad st 
Manse)!, William John, Falham rd, Cabinet Maker. March 31 at LI at 
Hammersmith D 
March, Nicholas, Isleworth, Middlesex, Draper. April 7 at 11 at 
Marshall, William Alden, Whiston, York, Hosier. March 31 at 11 a 
offices of Webster, Hartshead, Sheffield 
April 1 at 12 at the Guildhall Tavern. Keene and Marslaud, London 
st, Fenchurch st 
Ramwell and Co, Pall mall, Manchester 
Mellows, John David, senore wall, Elastic Web Dealer. April 6 at3 
Michaels, Abraham (and not Michael Abrahams as previously ndver- 
tised), Beaumont square, Mile end, Cigar Dealer. March 31 at 3 at 
Milward, George Coulson, York, Provision Merchant. 
at offices of Wilkinson, St Helen’s square, York 
April 3 at 3 at offices of 
Bowen, Mount Pleasant, Bilston 
Newlands, Peter, and James Greenwoud, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lan. 
tomley, Stamford st, Ashton-under-Lyne 
Parr, Francis Henry, Old Compton st, Soho, Boot Maker, 
Partington, Ralph, Bolton, Lancashire, Engine Driver. April2 at 10 
at offices of Dowling, Wood st, Bolton 
Keeper. March 29 at 10 at offices of Long, Biackfriars rd 
Piggin, Frederick, Burslem, Stafford, Grocer. March 29 at 3 at the 
Prickett, Thomas, Tenby, Pembroke, Blacksmith. March 31 at 2 atthe 
Town Hall, Carmarthen. Gwynne and Stokes, Tenby 
at 3 at offices of Hicklin and Washington, Trinity square, Southwark 
Robinson, William, Nottingham, Lace Designer. April 5 at 12 at offices 
Rogers, Richard, Seymour place, Bryanston square, Boot Maker. 
April 1 at 3 at offices of Watson, Guildhall yard 
April 5 at 3 
at the Mitre Hotel, Cathedral gates, Manchester, Dewhurst, Man- 
chester 
April 6 at 12 at offices of Starland an2 Hatten, Court House, King st, 
Gravesend 
29 at 3 at offices of Popham, Vincent terrace, Islington 
Tristram, Arthur Wilkinson, Manchester, Draper. April 7 at 3 at offices 
Turner, Benjamin, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jeweller, Murch 31 at 2 at 
offices of Joe), Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Type 
Sherrard, Liucoln’s inn fields 
Ward, Handel, and Samuel Ingham, Middleton, Lancashire, Smallware 
Oldham 
Weaver, George, Tunstall, Stafford, Tailor. March 37 at 2 at the 
Salt, Tunstall 
Wedgbury, Samuel, Redditch, Worcester, Fish Hook Manufacturer. 
April 2 at 3 at offices of Simmons, Evesham st, Redditch 
George Hotel, Whitefriargate, Kingston-upon-Hall, Fost:r and Co 
Wilkinson, John, Clephane rd, Canonbary, Wool Buyer. April 6 ab 





Longton, John, Liverpool, Ship Broker, 
April 2 at 2 at offices of Lovelock and Waiffia, Coleman st. Robia- 
the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Marshall, King st west, 
offices of Coles, North buildings, Eldon st, Finsbury. Nutt 
Masters, William, Little Britton, Store st, Bedford square, Cabmaster, 
Maurice. Moritz, Manchester, Wine Merchant, April 2 at 3 at offices of 
at lll, Cheapside. Maitlan 
offices of Green, Queen st 
March 31 at 12 
Neast, Robert, Bilston, Stafford, Grocer. 
cashire, Ironfounder, March $1 at 3 at offices of Darnton and Bote 
March 25at 
4 at Ridler’s Hotel, Holborn. Yorke, Marylebone rd 
Perkins, Richard Orlando, Park lane, Piccadilly, Refreshment House 
Masons’ Arms Inn, Burslem. Tomkinson, Burslem 
Reynolds, William, Church st, Rotherhithe, Cab Proprietor. March 29 
of Maples and McCraith, Low pavement, Nottingham 
Smith, James, Hollinwoo¢, nr Manchester, Pawnbroker. 
Solomon, Zachariah John, Gravesend, Kent, Furnishing Upholsterer. 
Taylor, Alfred, Fortnam rd, Upper Holloway, Collecting Clerk, Marca 
of Sampson, Sonth King st, Manchester 
Vine, Charles, Surbiton, Surrey, Milk Dealer, April 6 at 3 at offices of 
Manufacturers, April-l at 3 at the Mitre Hotel, Manchester. Clark, 
Copeland Arms Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent, 
White, Joseph, Kingston-upon-Hull, Corn Miller. April 2 at 2 at the 
at offices of Learcyd and Co, Finsbury place south 
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, Nathan, and Sidney Smith, Birmingham, Printers. March 
$1 at 3 at offices of Edwards, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Williams, George, Amhurst rd, Stoke Newingten, Solicitor’s Clerk. 
March 31 at 3 at offices of Foster, Queen st place, Cannon st 
Williams, Thomas, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Grocer. March 31 at 12 at 
offices of Collins, jun, Broad st, Bristol. Merrils 


Jefferies, Thomas, Hanham, Gloucester, Butcher, March 30 at 11 at 


the Radnor Hotel, Nizholas st, Bristol. Tucker, Bristol 


Johnson, Joseph, Oxton, Cheshire, Nurseryman. April 3 at 11 at offices 


of Downham, Market st, Birkenhead 


Ketterer, Florentina, Bedford, Watchmaker. March 31 at 11 at offices 


of Maher and Poncia, Temple st, Birmingham 


Wilson, John, Liverpool, Boot Manufacturer. April 6 at 3 atoffices of | King, Caroline, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Boat Builder. April 12 at 


Nordon, Cook st, Liverpool 
Wiston, John James, Great College st, Camden town, Wheelwright. 
April 10 at 1 at 9, High st, Marylebone. Johnson 
Francis, Tavistock crescent, Westbourne park, Carpenter. 
March 27 at 10 at the Albert Hotel, Cornwall rd, Kensington park. 


12 at the Star Hotel, Hall Quay, Great Yarmouth, Holt, Great 
Yarmouth 


Lawrence, John William, and Charles Wilstone, Barrow-in-Furness, 


Theatrical Managers. April 5 at 11 at the Ship Hotel, Barrow-in- 
Furness. Jackson, Ulverston 


Morris, Staple inn, Holborn Lea, Jamas, Wigan, Lancashire, Plumber. April 5 at 11 at offices of 


Wright, Morden, Walworth rd, Surgeon. March 25 at 2 at Ridler’s 
Hotel, Holborn. Yorke, Marylebone rd 


ToesDay, March 23, 1875. 


Rowbottom, King st, Wigan 


Lewis, John James, and William Harrison Tetley, Bingley, York, 


Fancy Stuff Manufacturers. April 5 at 11 at offices of Wood & Kil- 
lick, Commercial Bank buildings, Bradford. Sale & Co, Manchester 


Aird, William, Walthamstow, Essex, Brickmaker. Arril 9 at 3 at offices | Linthwaite, Wiliam, Leicester, Gardener. April 2 at 1 at offices of 


=of Fletcher and Co, Moorgate st. Lewisand Co, Old Jewry 
Anadle, John, Kegworth, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. April 2 at 12 
at offices of Dean and Lickorish, Market place, Loughborough 
Armstrong, Joseph, Seaham Harbour, Durham, Draper. April 6 at 12 
at offices of Wright, John st, Sunderland 
Avery, Robert, Aylesbury, out of business. April8 at 4 at Ridler’s 
Hotel, Holborn. Yorke, Marylebone rd 
——, Samuel, Leeds, York; Butcher. April 6 at 3 at offices of 
r, East parade, Leeds 
r, William, New Bond st,Goldsmith. April 6 at 2 at the Inns of 
Court Hotel, High Holborn. Richards, Warwick st, Regent st 
‘Barnard, Thomas, Manchester, Warehouseman. April 7 at 3 at offices 
of Ogden, Watling st. Ingleand Co, Threadneedle st 
Belcher, William, Newport, Salop, Grocer, April 16 at 11 at offices of 
Heane, Newport 
Bennion, Peter, Bolton, Lancashire, Draper. April 5 at 3 at offices of 
Dutton, Acresfield, Bolton 
Beringer, Joseph, and John Beringer, Helston, Cornwall, Jewellers. 
April 2 at 2 at offices of Brown, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Bilham, James, Jonson place, Harrow rd, Paddington, Surgeon. April 
5 at 3 at offices of Fox, St Mary’ssquare, Paddington green 
Birdsall, John, Scarborough, Fruiterer. Apri! 7atl at Abbott’s Rail- 
way Hotel, York. Crowther, Scarborough 
Brown, Thomas, Magra park, York, Grocer. April 6 at i2at the Buck 
Hotel, Guisbrough. Fawcett and Co 
Briant, Walter, Mile End rd, Tobacconist. April 5 at 2 at offices of 
Howse, Staple inn, Holborn. Morris, Staple inn, Holborn 
Brooke, Herbert, Bradtord, York, Draper. April3 at 3 at the Queen 
Hotel, Wakefield rd, Bradford 
Browne, William Joseph, Gateshead, Durham, Solicitor. April 8at 2 
at offices of Harle, Akenside hill, Newcastle-on-Tyne 
Burchett, John Thomas, Winchester, Hants, Bookseller. April 5 at 12 
at offices of Shenton, City rd, Winchester ‘ 
Butterfield, William Palmer, Hitchin, Hertford, Builder. April 3 at 11 
at offices of Wade and Co, Hitchin 
Clark, Arthur, Polesworth, Warwick, Plumber. April 5 at 12 at offices 
of Fowke, Ann st, Birmingham 
Croft, William, Great York mews, Baker st, Marylebone, Coach 
mf March 31 at 1 at offices of Parkes, Beaufert buildings, 
an 


Dallimore, John William, Fareham, Hants, Potter. April 6 at3 at the 
Railway Hotel, Fareham. Ford, Portsea 
Davis, John, Cwmavon, nr Aberavon, Glamorgan, Grocer. April 6 at 
. 4) at offices of Charles, The Parade, Neath 
De Vasconcellos, Jose Smith, and Alfredo Smith de Vasconcel!os, Lom- 
bard st, Merchants. May 27 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham 
st. Plunkett, Gutter lane 
Dicker, Heury Philip, Exeter, Organ Builder. April5 at 11 at offlees 
of Hirtzell, Queen st, Exeter 
Dowse, Robert Henry, Birmingham, Ruilder. April 6 at 11 at offices 
of Sargent, Argyle chambers, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Drummond, William, Sunderland, Durham, Clothier. April 2 at 3 at 
offices of Graham and Graha, John st, Sunderland 
Eastwood, George Alfred, Dewsbury, Yurk, Plumber. April6 at 3 at 
the Scarborough Hotel, Dewsbury 
Edwards, Charles Stuart, Watling st, Warchouseman, April 13 at 3 at 
145, Cheapside. Rooks and Co, King st, Cheapside 
Ellis, William, Bristol, Earthenware Dealer, March 31 at 1 at offices of 
Sprod, John st, Bristol. Price, Bristol 
Evans, Kobert, and John Evans, Hereford, Engineers. April6 at 12 at 
the Hop Market Hotel, Worcester, Corner, Hereford 
Fawcett, William, New Sleaford, Lincoln, Printer, April 3 at 11 at the 
Bristol Arms Hotel, New Sleaford, Wallis 
Foord, Fanny, Maidstone, Kent, Dressmaker. April 8 at 11 at offices 
of Goodwin, Mill st, Maidstone 
Francis, Francis, Hoole, Cheshire Mining Engineer. April 8 at 11 at 
Offices of Walker and Smith, Abbey gateway, Northgate st, Chester 
Fuller, Danie), Lowestoft, Suffolk, Boat Builder. April $ at 3 at offices 
of Winter and Francis, St Giles st, Norwich 
“German, George, Swansea, Glamorgan, Milkman, April 1 at 3 at offices 
of Woodward, ‘Wind st, Swansea 
Green, Edward, Wallsend, Northumberland, Boot Maker. April 5 at2 
&t offices of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
. en Landport, Hants. April 3 at 11 at offices of 
Ford, Queen st, Portsea 
Griffiths, David Saunders, Neath, Glamorgan, Draper. April 6 at 11 
&t offices of Davies and Hartland, Rutland st, Swansea 
Harris, John Myer, Lombard st, African Merchant. April 9at 2 at the 
Clarence Hote}, Spring gardens, Manchester. Hilbery, Crutched 


‘Hayhoe, Henry Parker, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, Painter. April 19 
at i lat the Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds. Gross 

‘Hill, Thomas, Wolverton, Buckingham, Boot Maker. April 6 at 3 at 
offices Becke, Market square, Northampton 

Hooton, Samuel William, Loughborough, ter, Haberdasher. April 
5 at12 at offices of Veane and Lickorish, Market place, Lough- 


Usenstein, Moritz, and Lyon Jacob Salomans, Houndsditch, Wholesale 


i 


Hunter, Halford st, Leicester 


Livingston, John, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Journeyman Wheelwright, 


April 5 at 2 at offices of Thomas, Mil! st, Pontypridd 


Luker, John, Gloucester, Miller. April 5 at 12 at offices of Haines, S6 


John’s lane, Gloucester 


Maddocks, Thomas, Birmingham, Boot Manufacturer. April 3 at 11 at 


offices of James, Temple st, Birmingham 


Marks, Bearon, Pyriand rd, Highbary New park, Merchant. April 7 


at 2 at offices of Coburn, Leadenhall st 


Mead, Metson William, Wix, Essex, Farmer, April 7 at 3 at offices of 


Neck, North hill, Colchester 


Merriman, James, jan, Church Gresley, Derby, Builder. April 3 at 12 


at the White Hart Hotel, Burton-on-Trent. Smith, Swadlincote, 
Burton-on-Trent 


Moffitt, Robert William, Spennymoor, Draper. April 5 at 8 at offices of 


Chapman, St Nicholas court, Market place, Darham 


Nelson, James, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Builder. April 9 at 12 at offices o 


Seago, High st, Lowestoft 


Padfield, Kezia, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, Marble Mason. April 14 at 2 


at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghallst. Nichel~ 
son and Co, Lime st 


Page, James Bernard, Gorleston, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner. April 


13 at 12 at offices of Blake, Hall Quay chambers, Great Yarmouth. 
Wiltshire, Great Yarmouth 


Pangbourne, William Henry, Hitchin, Hertford, Draper. April $ at 


12 st the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresliam st, Times, Hitchin 


Parrott, Joseph, Ramsey, Essex, Farmer. April 2 at lat the Cups 


Hotel, High st, Colchester. Gill, Cheapside 
Peace, George, Sheffield, Metal Broker. April 8 at 12 at offices of 
Tattershall, Queen st, Sheffield 
Pode, William, Beeralston, Devon, Licensed Victualler. April6 at2at 
St George’s Hall, East Stonehouse. Curtsis ‘ 
Powell, Frederick, and Francis Graham Powell, Fenchurch st, Provision 
Merchants, April7 at 2 at offices of Turquand and Co, Tokenhouse 
yard. Mackenzie 
Pridmore, Wiliam Hales, Birmingham, Corn Merchant. March 31 at 
11.30 at the London and North-Western Railway Hotel, Lime st, 
Liverpool. Saunders and Bradbury 
Reading, George, Sittingbourne, Kent, Photographer. Apri! 9 at 12 at 
Crampton’s Hotel, Harbcur st, Ramsgate. Gibson, Sittingbourne 
Renton, Ira, Shorne, Kent, Licensed Victaller. April 7 at 2 at the 
Nelson Tavern, Grayesend. Jennings, Bennett’s hill, Doctors? 
commons 
Rider, Mary Ann, Heston, Middlesex, Beer Seller. April 5 at 3 at offices 
of Neave, London wall 
Roberts, Thomas Walter, Worcester, Bricklayer. March 31 at 3 at 
offices of Tree, Sansom st, Worcester 
Russell, Sir William, Bart, Salter’s tall court, Cannon st, Skipowner. 
April 8 at $ at olfices of Lewis and Co, Old Jewry 
Shaw, Matthew, Dalton-in-furness, Lancashire, Grocer. April 6 at IL 
at the Ship Hotel, Barrow-in-Furness, Taompson, Barrow 
Shepherd, George, Sittingbourne, Keat, Painter, April 2 at 12 at 
offices of Gibson, High st, Sittingbourne : 
Smallwood, John, and Walter Smallwood, Redditch, Worcester, Fisk 
Hcok Manufacturers. April 2 at 3 at offices of Walford, Wacerloo st, 
Birmingham ) 
Spier, Max, Park place, Cowper st, City rd, Paper Merchant. April 7 
at 3 at offices of Harcourt and Macarthur, Moorgate st __ : 
Stephens, Edmund Thomas, Pontypool, Monmouth, Chemist. April 5 
at 12 at offices of Lloyd, Park terrace, Pontypool 
Stewart, John, Connah’s Quay, Flint, Shipowner. March 31 at 2 at 
offices of Bridgman, Westminster buildings, Newgate st, Chester 
Strange, John, Grove rd, Holloway, General Dealer. March 31 at 3 at 
offices of Parkes, Beaufort buildings, Strand ’ 
Styrin, James, Armley, near Leeds, Shoe Manufacturer. April 5 at 1£ 
at offices of Hardwick, Boar lane, Leeds 
Taylor, David, Bradford, York, Chemist. April 1 at 10 at offices of 
Terry and Robinson, Market st, Bradford 
Taylor, George Johnson, East Markham, Nottingham, Grocer, April 
9 at 12 at officesof Marshall and Co, East Retford 
Thomas, Phillip, Pembrey, Carmarthen, Shoemaker. April 3 at 11 af 
offices of Howell, Park st, Lianelly ; 
Thomas, Thomas Lewis, Morriston, Swanssa, Glamorgan, Draper 
April 7 at 11 at offices of Davies and Hartland, Rutland st, Swansea 
Turner, Benjamin, Newcastle-upon-fyne, Jeweller. March 31 at2 at 
offices of Solomon, Colmore row, Birmingham, in lieu of the place 
originally named 
Turner, Nehemiah, Gestingthorpe, Essex, Shoemaker. April 7 at 12a6 
offices of Cardinall, Sepuichre st, Sudbury 
Von der Poppenburg, Jobn, Handsworth, Stafford, Manufactarer’s 
Manager. April 9at 11 at offices of Duke, Temple row, Birmingham 
Von Landesen, Eugene, Adelbert George Hildt, and Gustav Kuhlentha!, 
Great St Helen’s, Merchants. April 12 at 3 at offices of Webb and 
Pearson, Austin friars 
‘Warne, John Martin, Camborne, Cornwall, Chemist, April 1 at 12 at 
offices of Trevena, West end, Redruth 
Waterhouse, Daniel Henry Doherty, Hertford st, Mayfair, no occupas 
tion, April5 at 10.30 at offices of a st 
Willie, John Jones, Bristol, Leather Enameller, April 5 at 2 at offices 





Dealers, ril 2 at 12 at the Greeu Dragon Hotel, Bishopsgate et . 
Leverton, inne : 


of Miller, Witeon chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol 
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Withers, Sika Harrison, Liverpool, Cotton Broker. April 6 at % at 
offices of Reynolds and Co, Fenwick st, Liverpool 

W oodbridge, John, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Chair Manu facturer. 
March 31 at 11 at offices of Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Apri: 6 at 2 at 


March 
April 14 
March 


Wooster, William, Mapledurham Mill, Oxford, "Miller. 
Offices of Tidy and Co, Friar lane. Reading 
Workman, Rev Murray Richard, Great Russell st, Bloomsbury. 
31 at 3 at offices of Lamb, Bedford row 
Wren, Constantine Thomas, Lower ' Tooting, a oa aoe: 
at 11 at offices of Jones, Bank b . Wi 
Wright, Frederick, Aldermanbury, Umbrella Material Dealer. 
31 at 2 at 145, Cheapside. Phelps and Sidgwick, Gresham st 











UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have Jong operated as an oppressive tax 
upon all classes of the community, With a view of applying aremedy 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, when 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepared 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed and 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose according 
to their means and the requirements of the case. The Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to al? parts 
of the United Kingdom. pamphlet containing full particulars ne, 
be obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Office, 3 
Lancaster-place Strand, W.C. 


YHE LONDON ASSURANCE CORPORATION, 
FOR FIRE, LIFE, AND MARINE ASSURANCES, 
(Incorporated by Royal Charter, a.p. 1720.) 
Office:—No. 7, ROYAL nrg not LONDON, E.C. 
West Enp Acew 
Messrs. Grinptay & Co., 55, Fesiooubcteent, 8.W. 


Governor.—ROBERT GILLESPIE, Esq. 

Sub-Governor.—EDWARD BUDD, Esq. 

Deputy-Governor.—MARK WILKS COLLET, Esq. 
Directors. 

Louis Huth, Esq. 

Henry J. B. Kendall, Esq. 

Charles Lyall, Esq. 

Capt. R. W, Pelly, R.N. 

David Powal!, Esq. 

William Rennie, Es q. 

P. F. Robertson, Esq. 

Robert Ryrie, Esq. 

David P. Sellar, Esq. 

Col. Leopold Seymour. 

Lewis A. Wallace, Esq. 

William B. Watson, Esq. 

Solicitors. 
Messrs. Johnson, Upton, & Budd, | Messrs. Collyer-Bristow, Withers, 
20, Austin Friars. & Russell, 4, Bedford-row, 





Nathaniel Alexander, Esq. 
Jchn A. Arbuthnot, Esq. 
Robert Barn Blyth. Esq. 
Major-General H. P. Burn. 
Alfred D. Chapman, Eaq. 
Sir Frederick Currie, Bart. 
George B. Dewhurst, Esq. 
Bonamy Dobree, Esq. 
John Entwisle, Esq. 

Geo. Louis Monck Gibbs, Esq. 
Edwin Gower, Esq. 

A. C. Gutirrie, Esq. 





FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

NOTICE is hereby given to persons Assured against Fire, that the 
renewal receipts for Premiums due at Lady-day are ready to be de- 
livered, and thar Assurances en which the Premium shalt remain un- 
paid after Fifteen Days from the said Quarter-day will become void. 

Fire Assurances cap be effected with the Corporation at moderate 


rates of Premium. 
LIFE DEPARTMENT. 
Life Assurances may be effected either with or without participation 
in Profits. 
Copies of the Accounts, pursuant to ‘The Life Assurance Com- 
panies Act, 1870,” may be obtained on application. 
The Directors are ready te receive applications for Agencies to the 


Corporation. 
JOHN P. LAURENCE, Secretary. 


OVEREIGN LIFE OFFICE, 
48, ST. JAMES’S-STREET, LONDON, 8.W. 





Directors. 
Chairman—Sir James Carmicnact, Bart. 
Deputy-Chairman—Joun AsuBurnee, Esq., M.D. 
Lieutenant-Colonel Barauasr. Cuantrs Witt. Rernoips, Esq. 
Joun GARDINER, Esq. Sir J, E. Earpuey-W 1LMor, Bart. 
This Office makes ADVANCES on Real, and, to a limited extent, on 

Personal Security ; it presents the following advantages i- 

ie Security of a large Accumulated Fund. 

oderate rates for all ages, climates, and circumstances connected 


with Life Assurance. 
HENRY D. DAVENPORT, Secretary. 


Pee Veasions AND LIFE INTERESTS, 


THESE PROPERTIES ARE £ PURCHA SED, =. oe 
GRANTED UPON THE SECURITY OF THEM 
BY 
THE SCOTTISH EQUITABLE (MUTUAL) 
LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 

Head Office—26, ST. ANDREW-SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 
London Office—30, GRACECHURCH-STREET, E.C. 
Manager—T. B. SPRAGUE, Esq., M.A. 

Solicitors in London.—Messrs. BURTON, YEATES, & HART, 

37, Lincoln’s Inn Fields. 


Income, £277,700. Assets, £2,104,000 
Every description of Life Insurance business transacted, 
The usual Commission allowed to Solicitors. 








UARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE OFF 
11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. om 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions, 
DIRECTORS. 
Caainman.—Archibald Hamilton, Esq. 

_ Deputy-Caataman.—G. J. Shaw Lefevre, Esq., M.P. 
Henry Hulse Berens, Esq. Richard M, 
Hy. Bonham-Carter, Esq. 

‘Charles Wm. Curtis, Esq. Frederick H. Janson, Eag, 
Beaumont W. Li . 


Charles F. Devas, Esq. ubbock, Ex 
Francis Hart ‘Dyke, Esq. Augustus Prev: aa 
Sir Walter R. Farquhar, Bart. William Steven, 

John G. Talbot, Esq. 


Alban G. H. Gibbs, Esq. 
Henry Vigne, Esq. 


James Goodson, Esq. 
Thomson Hankey, Esq., M.P. 
ActuarY.—Samuel Brown. 
ManaGer oF Fizz Derantment.—F. J. Marsden, 
SecreTary.—T. G. C. Browne. 
Share Capital at present paid up and shinai oo §«=6 SL, 
Total Funds about .... ove, 0 
Total Annual Income upwards ee ove ove 
N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at Lady-day must be 
the Head Office, or with the Agents, on or before the 9th April, 


LERICAL, MEDICAL, AND GENERAL 
ASi SURANCE SOCIETY. 
” 13, St. Jamew’s-square, London, 8.W. 
City Branch ; Mansion House-buildings, E.C, 


FINANCIAL RESULTS, 
The Annual Income, steadily increasing, exceeds .., 
The Assurance Fund, safely invested, is over 
The New Policies in the Jast Year were 510, assuring 
The New Annual Premiums were owe ee 
The Bonus added to Policies in Jannarv, 1872, was” 
The Total Claims by Death paid amount to... 
The subsisting Assurances and Bonuses amount to... 


DISTINCTIVE FEATURES. 
Crepit of half the first five Annual Premiums allowed on who 
Policies on healthy Lives not over 60 years of age. Ma, 
ENDOWMENT ASSURANCES granted, without Profits, payable at 
or on attaining a specified age. is 
INVALID Lives assured at rates proportioned to the risk. 
Cuatms paid thirty days after proof of death, 


BONUS, 
The Next Division of Profits will take place in January, 1877, 


Persons who effect New Policies before the end of Jane next nt 
entitled at coat Division to one year's additional share of Profits ov C| 


ater Entrants. 
REPORT, 1874. 
The 59th Annual Report just issued, and the Balance Sheets for the 
year ending Jane 30, 1874, as rendered tu the Board of Trade, 
obtained at either of the Society’ s Offices, or of any of its Agents, — 


GEORGE CUTOLIFFE, Actuary —a 


COMMISSION. 
10 per Cent. on the First Premium, and 5 per Cent. on Rane’ 
allowed to Solicitors. The Commission will be continued to the 
son introducing the Assurance, without reference to the 
hrough which the Premiums may be paid. 


AW REVE BSTONARY INTERES? 
OCIETY, 
68, setusneine ani LONDON. 
CuarnMan—Alfred H. Shadwell, Esq. 
Deroty-Cuairman—H. Cecil Raikes, Esq., M.P. ] 
Reversions and Life Interests purchased. Immediate and Deferred 
Annuities granted in exchange for Reversionary and Contingeat Ine 
terests. 
Loans may also be obtained on the security of Reversions. 
Annuities, Immediate; Deferred, a nd ‘Contingeat, and also malo 
ments granted on favourabls terms. 
Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further information, map 


be had at the office, : 
Cc. B. CLABON, Secretaryé é 
f ipphernpararepd AND LIFE INTERESTS 


Landed or Fanded Property or other Securities and ANNUITIBS. 
purchased, or Loans thereon granted, by the 











“EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST sOCcIEr 


10, LANCASTER-PLACE, WATERLOO-BRIDGE, STRAND, - 
Established 1835. Paid-up Capital, $480,000, 
If required Interest on Loans may be capitalized. 


ee 


TOOPING HABITS, BOUND SHOU 
PIGEON CdESTS, and other Deformitie' 

cured by wearing Dr. CHANDLER'S IMPROVED iarat NEC 
EXPANDING BRACE, for both Sexes of all strengtheas (8 
voice and lungs, relieves indigestion, pains in the he chest ead ot ee 
especially recommended to children tor assis! he growth. 
health aod symmetry of figure, superseding ce use “ braces 
stays. Price from 10s. 6d. each.—69, Berners-streat, O 
W. Illustrated circulara forwarded. 











